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Member Arnold Ewing of Oregon wanted to know the status of the National 
Range Lands Policy Act. According to the Director, it had passed the 
Senate, gone to the House, and that House hearings had not yet been 
scheduled. Roland Patrick of Idaho then asked why BLM opposed the 
provision of the bill that would return 50 percent of the grazing fee 
for range improvements. Berklund responded by saying, "There has been 
much pressure from the ranchers to get money spent on their individual 
allotments. They thought this bill would do it. But there is no way 
to circumvent NEPA. You and I are still going to have to comply with 
NEPA, and until this is done, there is no way a rancher is going to be 
permitted to 'work off' grazing fees. Also, who is going to be doing 
the book work, the administration, to agree on hours spent, what kind 
of wire to put in what fence--old wire, new wire? What standards do 
we build to? Who decides what your time is worth?" 


Continuing, Director Berklund said, "Administratively, it's a poor piece 
of legislation. I cannot agree with it because I feel that it is next 
to impossible to admtnister." Ty Moore of Wyoming disagreed, suggesting 
that it would ". . . allow the operator to spend his own money and have 
some assurance that, some place down the line, he would be reimbursed 
one way or another. Today, all the improvements that go on Federal land 
belong to the government. So the operator has no call on money that he 
spent, and no protection for his efforts to improve the range. I don't 
see where the big problem is in administration. Section four permits, 
and so forth, in the past, have worked very smoothly." 


In response to a request from member William Hynan of Washington, D.C., 
the Director summarized the status of BIM's Management Framework Plans. 
Discussions followed concerning the impacts of a suit filed by the 
Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) and subsequent court decision 
on preparation of grazing environmental impact statements. 


Mel Coleman of Colorado asked whether the concept of foster homes for 
wild horses was working. The Director responded by presenting a brief 
status report on wild horses. He said, "Right now we have thousands 

of applications for wild horses. Yet when we had the last roundup in 
Nevada we were having trouble finding enough people to take them. As 
you know, when the bill passed, it was an emotional issue. It's a great 
thing, we were told, your national heritage! I hope you don't feel 

as cheated as I do on this so-called heritage when I look at the animals. 
Now people say they'd like to have one of these animals. But when it 
comes time to get them, to take care of them, and it is learned that 
they remain the property of the Federal Government, people have second 
thoughts." 
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Continuing his remarks, the Director said, "I told the Congress over 

a year ago that we would soon have a welfare program in BLM larger 

than the welfare program over at Health, Education and Welfare. We 
would have to set up offices in all 50 states because BLM is responsible 
for the horses. We have to watch and make sure they are taken care of 
in a humane way. Now the problems are really starting to be identified. 
The other day we got a call from a party down in California who said 

he had just sold his ranch and that we should come and get five horses. 
Another said we should come and take a horse because he had fed him all 
he could afford. In Oregon the Humane Society said two horses weren't 
being treated properly and we had to take them back. The problem is 
just now starting to identify itself. When you think we should be out 
there right now taking 20,000 horses off the range, finding enough 
homes becomes overwhelming. If you take off another 10,000 every year, 
who is going to feed them?" 


"We have asked Congress for authority to use motorized vehicles and air- 
craft in roundups. We would supervise it and do it humanely. We have 
proven that we can do it better with aircraft. With a helicopter you 
can move horses quietly, easily, and right into where you want them. 
When you run them with domestic horses you've got to start them and 
you've got to run them hard or you can't hold them. We have killed 
domestic horses in roundups and we've got one man in the hospital in 
Boise now who was hurt trying to round up wild horses. 


"The cost to the Bureau has averaged $700 a head. The alternatives are 
few. If we don't round them up, take them off over-used range, and 
put them into custodial care, we are going to have to destroy them on 
the range." 


In reply to a question from Steele Barnett of Oregon, Director Berklund 
estimated that 22 percent of the Bureau's total budget is being spent 

on environmental analyses and statements. He compared this to the Forest 
Service, where 28 percent of the total budget is going toward environ- 
mental work. 


There followed a brief ceremony in which Gene J. Etchart, long-time 
member from Montana and past Board Chairman, was honored. In presenting 
a certificate of appreciation to Mr. Etchart, Director Berklund said, 
"This is in recognition of your service to this Advisory Board contin- 
uously since 1958. You have served as captain of our ship when we were 
in troubled waters and you stayed with us and brought us through. We 
are deeply indebted to you for the service that you have given to this 
Board and to your country." 


Chairman Rostvold then called upon Dale Andrus, BLIM's Colorado State 
Director, for a presentation on environmental impact statements, manage- 
ment framework plans, and coal leasing. A copy of Mr. Andrus' remarks 
can be found in Appendix No. 5. 


After a short break, the Board reconvened at 10:00 a.m. Chairman 
Rostvold then introduced Mr. James W. Monroe, BLM Assistant Director. 
Mr. Monroe's remarks are set forth in Appendix No. 6. A brief 

question and answer period followed. The Chairman then introduced 

Mr. Roman Koenings, BLM Assistant Director, for a presentation entitled 
"A Critical Assessment of the Recreation Management Programs of the 
Bureau." This presentation can be found in Appendix No. 7. 


Chairman Rostvold then introduced the Assistant Secretary of the Interior 
for Land and Water Resources, the Honorable Jack O. Horton. The full 

text of Mr. Horton's remarks is contained in Appendix No. 8. A general 
discussion period followed. Carl Reidel from Vermont wondered whether 
BLM's sufficiently staffed and funded to carry out the EMARS program 
"without erosion of its more traditional land management responsibilities." 
Secretary Horton responded, "I think that is an excellent question, and 
the answer is both yes and no. If you look to the past, clearly we are 
not staffed up to meet major leasing demands in the years ahead. But we 
are in the process of getting there. For example, we have undertaken to 
go back to Congress for supplemental funds to make sure that we have 
enough. We already have started ten regional EIS's, and that takes 
"dough." Also, we must apply sufficient funding to the MFP's to correlate 
with regional EIS's. So we are now in an adjustment period, even more 
compressed in accordian-style than the last five years have been. And 
this takes a great amount of leadership and a great amount of guidance 
from the top to make sure that the tasks which the Secretary asks of the 
Director actually are getting accomplished. I would say, nonetheless, 
that it will be a tough period for all of us to make sure that the system 
we are now creating produces something at the end." 


Mr. Hynan asked if it is the Bureau's intention to lease tracts that will 
constitute a mining unit, or something less than a mining unit, depending 
upon the coal industry to put together what would be the most economical. 
Assistant Secretary Horton replied by saying that, "When you see the 
diligent development regulations, I hope this week, you will note that 

we define a logical mining unit. We of course believe that coal, if it 
is to be leased and developed, should be done in accordance with the 
geological manner in which it was laid down. We established no merit 

to the restrictions of State-leased mines. So you will see a recognition 
that diligent development requirements are being applied to logical 
mining units--which can be Federal tracts interspaced with state tracts. 
And I think you will see this very carefully spelled out when the regu- 
lations come forward. 


"As far as the leasing packet, the reason we are calling upon you and the 
industry to assist us with nominations is to see where interest for 
logical mining unit tracts might be. We are not going to take upon our- 
selves to identify a lot of these. We are goint to look to you for 
that assessment." 


5 


Paul Rattle of Utah asked whether it might be two years before the EMARS 
program would be organized. Secretary Horton answered, "No. If all ten 
areas are not completed in 1977, at least a substantial amount of them 
will be. I think two years is too long. The Secretary has used the 
time frame of 14 to 16 months and I think that's a fair assessment. 

But it's difficult, as you know, to make a definitive prediction as to 
when an EIS will be completed. We know for sure the first step is going 
to take 60 days. In some areas the MFP's are not yet completed and they 
will have to be completed. In other areas, the MFP's are totally com- 
pleted, awaiting only the nominations. And, as I have indicated, the 
EIS's have started. I would prefer to use a time estimate of 14 to 16 
months. Remember also that the Secretary has decided that for emergency 
condition coal we could go ahead with short-term criteria." 


Mr. Hynan next asked if there was any plan by the Department to permit 
exploration drilling by would-be leasees. Horton answered by saying, 
"Testing regulations, which are the successor to prospecting permits, 
are almost in final form. They will provide authority for the State 
Director or his representative to authorize access to coal lands for 
exploration purposes. Obviously, the requirements of the Environmental 
Policy Act will have to be met. In most cases, this probably will not 
require a statement but simply an assessment." 


At 11:30 a.m., the Board recessed for lunch. 
Tuesday Afternoon, May 25 


Board members reconvened in committee rooms for afternoon and evening 
work on committee assignments as specified in the agenda. A list of the 
committees and their membership is contained in Appendix 9. From 1:30 

to 2:30 p.m., time was made available before each committee for statements 
by the public. Copies of these statements can be found in Appendix Nos. 
Li thmongh ub6. 


Wednesday, May 26 


On Wednesday the Board, BLM representatives, and interested members of 
the public inspected surface coal mining and associated land restoration 
programs near Casper, Wyoming, and toured the associated electrical 
generating plant. In the afternoon they visited a producing oil and gas 
field and attendant collecting facility, and examined concurrent surface 
uses. 


Thursday Morning, May 27 


At 8:00 a.m., the Board's committees again met to prepare recommendations. 
At 11:10 a.m. Chairman Rostvold reconvened the full Board for an informal 
discussion of recommendations being considered. Each of the four com- 
mittee chairmen was called upon to present the recommendations developed 


6 
by their groups. As each recommendation was presented, various members 
stated their reactions, offered amendments, and, in some cases, sug- 
gested editorial changes or clarifying language. The Board then ad- 
journed for lunch. 
Thursday Afternoon, May 27 
At 1:00 p.m., the full Board reconvened for purposes of hearing final 
committee recommendations, discussion, and voting, The recommendations 
approved by the Board are contained in Appendix No. 9. 
The proceedings were concluded and Board adjourned at 3:00 p.m. 
Certification 
I certify that I attended the meeting of the Bureau of Land Management's 


National Advisory Board in Casper, Wyoming, May 24-27, 1976, and that 
these proceedings are an accurate summation of matters discussed and 


recommendations made. 


Ae, 7G 


Date f Gerhard N. Rostvold, Chairman 


NATIONAL ADVISORY BOARD 
Meeting 


Notice is hereby given that the Na- 
tional Advisory Board of the Bureau of 
Land Management, Department of the 
Interior, will meet in the Ramada Inn, 
Casper, Wyoming, May 24-27, 1976. Be- 
ginning at 8:00 a.m. on Monday, May 24, 
the Steering Committee of the Board will 
meet. The next morning, May 25, the full 
Board will gather at 8:00 a.m. to hear 
the report of the Bureau Director, as well 
as briefings on topics before the Board 
for consideration. Committee work will 
follow, beginning at 11:00 a.m. and con- 
tinue throughout the day and evening. 
The committees and their assigned topics 
are: 

Steering. Review of the charter of the 
National Advisory Board; preparation of 
recommendations concerning Board size, 
composition, operations, and 1977 re- 
chartering. 

Environmental Impact Statements. 
Fvaluation of the Bureau’s livestock 
grazing and regional coal environmental 
impact statement programs; make rec- 
ommendations for process improvement 
as appropriate. 

Legislative. Review of the history and 
current status of BLM “organic act” and 
other legislation; prepare recommenda- 
tions as appropriate. 

Recreation. Assess and make rec- 
ommendations concerning recreation 
management, cultural and historic pres- 
ervation and protection, on the National 
Resource Lands. 

Wednesday, May 26, will involve field 
examination of mining and mineral 
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leasing programs on the National Re- 
source Lands. Members of the public 
wishing to participate in the field trip 
will have to furnish their own transpor- 
tation. May 27, the final day of the 
meeting, will be devoted to additional 
committee work, followed by full Board 
consideration and voting upon committee 
reports and recommendations. 

All meetings of the Board and its com- 
mittees will be open to the public. Time 
will be made available by each committee 
from il a.m. to 12 noon on Tuesday, 
May 25, for brief oral statements by 
members of the public on the topics as- 
signed to the committees. Such state- 
ments are not to exceed ten minutes and 
must be germane to the tonics nnder 
consideration. Additionally, such state- 
ments are to be reduced to writing and 
two copies filed with the committee 
chairperson at the meeting. Anyone 
wishing to make an oral statement 
should notify the State Director, Bureau 
of Land Management, Joseph C. 
O’Mahoney Federai Center, 2120 Capitol 
Avenue, P.O. Box 1828, Cheyenne, Wyo- 
ming 82001, before the close of business 
Friday, May 19, 1976. Such notification 
should specify the topic and committee 
to be addressed. Also, any interested per- 
son or organization may file a written 
statement with the Board for its consid- 
eration. Such may be submitted ai the 
meeting or mailed to the Director (230), 
Bureau of Land Management, Washing- 
ton, D.C. 20240. Early mailing of written 
statements is enccuraged to ensure ade- 
quate opportunity for Board considera- 
tion. 

Further information concerning the 
meeting may be obtained from the Publie 
Affairs Office, Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment, Joseph C. O’Mahoney Federal 
Center, 2120 Capitol Avenue, Cheyenne, 
Wyoming 82001. The telephone number 
is (307) 778-2220. 


CurT BERKLUND, 
Director. 
MarcH 30, 1978. 
[FR Doc.70-9692 Filed 4-5—76;8:45 am] 
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Appendix No. 2 


MEETING AGENDA 
NATIONAL ADVISORY BOARD 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
Ramada Inn, Casper, Wyoming 


May 24-27, 1976 


Monday, May 24 


8:00 - 12:00 a.m. Steering Committee Meets, Ramada Room 
Noon -—_1:00 p.m. : LUNCH 

SOO 5200" p.m: Steering Committee Meeting, Senate Room 
mao — 7:00 p.m. Member Registration, Railroad Room 


Tuesday, May 25 


Be00'— 8:15 a.m. Opening Business, Full Board, America 
Rooms 1 and 2 - Chairman Rostvold 


Sees OS 5 a.m. Director's Report; Board Response and 
Discussion -- Director Curt Berklund 
8:15 —- 9:45 a.m. Briefing, Grazing EIS Program, Coal 


Regional EIS, Progress and Problems -- 
State Director Andrus 


2245 — 10:00 a.m. BREAK 

mOROO R= 1LO313.0) a ott. Status Report: BLM Organic Act and Other 
Legislation -- Assistant Director Monroe 

os oO %e= 1:00) asi. Recreation Management on the National 


Resource Lands, A Critical Assessment -- 
Assistant Director Koenings 


12200 — Lb:30-sa. m7, Secretary's Program for Coal Leasing 
(EMARS) -- Jack O. Horton, Assistant 
Secretary of the Interior 


Tuesday, May 25 (Continued) 


P.M. 
26305-25206 
> 004— 57 200 


1200) ="10700 
Wednesday, May 26 


7:00 a.m ="5=200 Dem 


12:00 pam 
Thursday, May 27 


A.M. 


S007 EE 00 


LASO0y —4B2 200 


PM: 


Noon - 1:00 


1200 <= e® 


Commence Committee Work: Public 
Presentations on Agenda Topics Before 
Appropriate Committees. 


- Steering Committee, Senate Room 


- EIS Committee, America Room 


- Legislation Committee, Natrona Room 


. Recreation Committee, Wyoming Room 
DINNER 


Committee Work 


Field Tour, Mining and Mineral Leasing 
Programs on the National Resource Lands 


No Host Social and Dinner 


Committee Work 


Committee Reports and Discussion, Full 
Board, America Rooms 1] and 2 


LUNCH 


Discussion and Voting, Committee 
Recommendations, Full Board, America 
Rooms 1 and 2 


a eee 


ee 


Thursday, May 27 (continued) 


ar 


3:00 ADJOURN 


Approved: 


Director Date 
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Appendix No. 3 


RECOMMENDATIONS 
NATIONAL ADVISORY BOARD 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
Casper, Wyoming, May 24-27, 1976 


(E.I.S. Committee) 


1. WHEREAS, The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires that 
Environmental Impact Statements (EIS) be prepared on specific activity- 
action proposals constituting a major Federal action significantly affecting 
the human environment; and, 


WHEREAS, there is an increasing demand for simplification of the EAR-EIS 
process; and, 


WHEREAS, the agreement arising from the court decision known as NRDC, et. 
al. vs. Morton, et. al. has established a mandatory schedule for preparation 
of EIS statements for BLM grazing systems; and, 


WHEREAS, the preparation of individual Allotment Management Plans (AMP) 
is the specific planning action step proposed by the BLM for determining the 
management of range resources on much of the National Resource Lands; and, 


WHEREAS, an effective AMP must be a carefully coordinated, existing or 
future, range management plan jointly developed by the BLM and livestock 
operator which will provide satisfactory conditions on the range for the ben- 
efit of the various multiple uses; and that recognizes the environmental 
resources of specific land areas; the agreement of livestock operators; and 
the combined impacts of livestock grazing, wildlife requirements, and related 
resources values and uses; and, 


WHEREAS, range improvement activities which are essential to maintaining 
and protecting range resources on a current and continuing basis are being 
unnecessarily curtailed pending implementation of the court agreement, and 


WHEREAS, expedient approval of range improvement projects depends on the 
efficient preparation of Environmental Analysis Reports (EAR) which are nec- 
essary to determine whether or not Environmental Impact Statements (EIS) are 
required for specific range improvement projects; and, 


WHEREAS, it is essential to effective natural resources management that 
decisions should be made as close as possible to the resources under consid- 
eration; and, 


WHEREAS, budget and manpower resources of the Bureau of Land Management 
have not expanded commensurate with the demands arising from interpretations 
by the Department of the Interior, and by the courts, of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 


THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that: 


a. The National Advisory Board affirms the policy decision of the BLM 
that EIS's for grazing management will be prepared on areal groupings of 
Allotment Management Plans (AMP's). 


b. The preparation of AMP's must be based on the unique resources of the 
allotment, livestock operator agreement, and appropriate Management Framework 
Plans in close cooperation with private landowners; local, State, and Federal 
governmental agencies; and citizen groups. In no case should the grouping of 
AMP's for purpose of preparing EIS statements; time constraints imposed by 
court settlements; or arbitrary standard plan formats override the necessity 
of tailoring these plans to unique local situations. 


c. As recognized by the plaintiffs to the above mentioned suit (NRDC, et. 
al. vs. Morton, et. al.), several State Advisory Boards, livestock groups, 
and environmental citizen groups, range improvement projects which do not 
constitute significant environmental impacts must be continued during the 
preparation of EIS's. This will require substantial revision of Environ- 
mental Analysis Report (EAR) procedures to simplify and expedite this process. 


d. Immediate and major efforts should be made by the BLM to revise guide- 
lines for the preparation of EIS's and EAR's with emphasis on streamlining 
procedures: simplifying content, minimizing review steps, and clearly dis- 
tinguishing the different purposes of the EAR as contrasted with the EIS. 

The decision to require an EIS should be decentralized to the greatest degree 
possible to expedite this process, at least to the level of the State Director. 


e. As EIS'sS are prepared under the aforementioned court agreement, and as 
AMP's are completed, the BLM should carefully review its areal groupings of 
AMP's for the purposes of preparing these required EIS's to reduce the number 
of required EIS's and shorten the time schedule. While such actions may 
require renegotiations with the court, every effort must be made to protect 
the integrity of the allotment planning process in accordance with sound, 
scientific range management and local necessity; not as an administrative 
step in an arbitrary EIS schedule. 


f. The Secretary of the Interior should take aggressive action to seek leg- 
islation to provide funds and manpower resources necessary for the BLM to 
greatly accelerate the management, improvement, and environmental impact 
assessment of the grazing, mineral, and other resources of National Resource 
Lands. 


(Legislation Committee) 
2. The National Advisory Board continues to believe that there is an urgent 


need for legislation to create a modern multiple use management charter for 
the Bureau of Land Management and recommends support of legislation which 


would provide basic administrative authorities and address the following 
subjects: 


a. The concept of multiple use and sustained yield. 


b. Revision of obsolete and conflicting statutes relating to the granting 
of Rights-of-Way. 


c. The acquisition of Rights-of-Way for access to public lands. 


d. Enforcement authority in cooperation with local and State authorities 
for the protection of National Resource Lands. 


e. Aid to local government units in search and rescue operations. 


£f. Monetary equalization of exchanges up to a value of 30 percent of 
National Resource Lands to be exchanged. 


g. Service charges, reimbursement payments and excess payments; deposits 
and forfeitures, studies, cooperative agreements and contributions; contracts 
for surveys and resource protection; reportable disclaimers of interest on 
land; conveyances of reserved mineral interests. 


h. Establishment of an adequate working capital fund. 


3. WHEREAS, legislation has been introduced in the Congress dealing with the 
wild horse and burro problem, now therefore be it resolved that the National 
Advisory Board continues to support the Secretary in his support of legisla- 
tion which would effectively alleviate the problem. 


4. The National Advisory Board supports the concept adopted by the Public 

Land Law Review Commission with respect to payments to local governments in 
lieu of taxation. The National Advisory Board recommends the support of legis- 
lation which would implement the recommendation of the Public Land Law Review 
Commission which states: 


"If the national interest dictates that lands should be retained 

in Federal ownership, it is the obligation of the United States 

to make certain that the burden of that policy is spread among 

all the people of the United States and is not borne only by those 
States and governments in whose area the lands are located. There- 
fore, the Federal Government should make payments to compensate 
State and local governments for the tax immunity of Federal lands." 


5. The National Advisory Board recommends to the Secretary of the Interior 
that special attention be given to questions involved in assertion of aborig- 
inal claims and requests that he provide this Board with a report or briefing 
on the status and possible impact that such claims might have upon the manage- 
ment of National Resource Lands, and recommends that the Chairman of the 


National Advisory Board consider appointing an ad hoc committee to under- 
take a thorough study of the issues involved and to prepare recommendations 
for consideration by the Board. 


(Recreation Committee) 


6. WHEREAS, the BLM has developed and continues to modify management 
programs on the National Resource Lands (NRL) which address many aspects of 
recreation management, but which do not address certain features needed for 
long term environmental management such as the monitoring of environmental 
health throughout the National Resource Lands under various levels and kinds 
of use, impact research and mitigation measures needed to control the levels 
of impact. 


THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED: That the BLM take under study the following 
possible measures in this regard: 


a. The designs of baseline research resources needed for management, 


b. The design of an NRL-wide monitoring program to provide permanent cumu- 
lative records of environmental change at critical locations, 


c. The establishment of a pilot trails program set up with user cooperation 
and support, 


d. A comprehensive plan of development of mitigation measures needed to 
ameliorate impact, and 


e. Provide on an annual basis to all advisory boards the summary results. 


7. WHEREAS, there is a continued need to educate the public about proper 
use of National Resource Lands, and WHEREAS, a large segment of the public 
needs to be informed; and, 


WHEREAS, the organized groups can provide a useful input to BLM education 
programs: 


Therefore, be it resolved that the BLM coordinate with organized user 
groups to develop information programs to make more information available 
to the public on recreation use areas. 


8. WHEREAS, a degree of public confusion exists concerning terminology in 
various government agencies relating to programs similar in nature; 


Therefore, be it resolved: the BLM coordinate with other agencies to 
standardize the meaning and use of terms. 


9. WHEREAS, the Sikes Act authorizes the appropriation of $10 million per 
year for improvement and enhancement of wildlife habitat on national resource 
lands managed by BLM in cooperation with State fish and game agencies; and 


WHEREAS, maintenance of viable wildlife populations depends in part 
upon proper management of habitat on these national resource lands; and 


WHEREAS, the BLM is not precluded from carrying out wildlife habitat 
improvement programs by the NRDC suit; 


Therefore, be it resolved: that the BLM vigorously pursue the formu- 
lation of cooperative agreements with the appropriate State agencies and 
vigorously pursue through the Federal budget process the appropriation of 
the maximum amount of funds authorized by law and the expenditure thereof 
in accordance with the approved cooperative agreements. 


10. PUBLIC LAW 93-531 provides, in section ll(a), that "The Secretary is 
authorized and directed to: transfer not to exceed 250,000 acres of lands 
under the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Land Management within the States 
of Arizona and New Mexico to the Navajo Tribe: Provided, that the Navajo 
Tribe shall pay to the United States the fair market value for such lands 
as may be determined by the Secretary, such lands shall, if possible be 
contiguous or adjacent to the existing Navajo Reservation. Title to such 
lands which are contiguous or adjacent to the Navajo Reservation shall be 
taken by the United States in trust for the benefit of the Navajo Tribe." 


After reviewing this matter the Arizona Strip District Advisory Board has 
protested the proposed selection of and sale to, the Navajo Tribe the area 
which they have identified in Arizona known as the House Rock Valley area. 


The proposed selection and sale would fragment remaining public lands in 
the House Rock Valley, making it impossible to properly manage them. These 
include the Paria Primitive Area, Vermillion Cliff Natural Area and Grand 
Canyon National Park. 


The proposed selection and sale would also preclude the management of wild- 
life on the area by the State of Arizona, and deny to citizens of the 
United States the right to enjoy wildlife and other recreational resources 
that are now available to them, and would set a very dangerous precedent. 


There are several other questions and concerns regarding the selection of 
this area by the Navajos: (1) whether the land is contiguous or adjacent 

to the Reservation inasmuch as it is separated by Grand Canyon National 

Park; (2) whether the land selected is of such a nature that it would support 
many Indian family livestock operations; (3) the impact, if the selection is 
approved, on non-Indians who would be divested of their rights, property and/ 
or livelihood; (4) the impact of the selection and sale, if approved, on some 
500 mineral claims holders and the exploration for and development of the 
mineral resources; and last; (5) the constitutionality of the disposition 

of public lands owned by the citizens of the United States to a specific 
race, color, or creed. 


Therefore, be it resolved that the National Advisory Board recommends 
that the Secretary of the Interior reject the selection of the House Rock 
Valley Area by the Navajo Tribe and that all other alternatives be investigated 
in depth and that all of the impacts of this proposed sale of 250,000 acres 
or more be thoroughly investigated before a final decision is made. 


11. The National Advisory Board supports the BLM recreation program based 
on resource identification through the Multiple Use planning process and 

with consideration of the resource capability. It is recommended that BLM 
continue with identification of potential recreation resources even though 
money may not be available for immediate development. It also is recommended 
that such recreation resource management by BLM be in coordination with pro- 
grams of other public agencies and the private sector. It is further recom- 
mended that additional information be made available by BIM to inform the 
public of the wide scope of BLM recreational activities without reference to 
specific areas. 


(Steering Committee) 


12. After consideration of alternatives by the Steering Committee of the 
National Advisory Board, it is recommended as follows: 


a. The present size and composition of the Board not be changed at this 
time. The Director is asked to prepare a draft charter for review by the 
Steering Committee in the next Several months and that any recommendations 
for change be circulated to the full Board and persons who have in the past 
expressed an interest in the Board's operations. 


b. It is re-emphasized that the Steering Committee does not recommend 
any change in the present allocation of elected or appointed members. It 
is also recognized that changes may be appropriate from time to time to 
recognize various disciplines of the Board. 


13. It is recommended that each member of the National Advisory Board 
provide written expressions and recommendations regarding: 


a. Suggested topics for the next meeting of the Board. 
b. Recommendations regarding operation of the Board and its committees. 


To facilitate handling the letters, they should be mailed no later than 

June 30, 1976 so that agenda recommendations may be considered on a timely 
basis. Letters should be addressed to the Chairman, National Advisory Board, 
Bureau of Land Management (230), Washington, D.C. 20240. This address will 
provide staff support in handling the letters. The Steering Committee will 
review all of the recommendations and will provide them to the Director. 

As in the past, the Committee will recommend agenda topics. However, the 
final agenda is the responsibility of the Director. 


14. The success of all Board field trips always depends on the cooperation 
and assistance of the private sector. Thiswas again demonstrated during 


the Board's examination of Pacific Power and Light Company's mining and 
power plant and Continental Oil Company's South Glenrock Oil Field. The 
Board wishes to commend these firms for their excellent operations. The 
Board also directs that the Chairman express its gratitude to officers of 
these companies for their assistance during the field tour. 


15. The National Advisory Board wishes to express its deep appreciation 

to State Director Dan Baker and his entire staff for their excellent support 
during this meeting of the Board. Without such careful attention to detail 

and an always present willingness to respond to member's needs, meetings of 

the Board could not be effectively carried out. It is recommended that the 

Chairman express to the Secretary and Director the Board's gratitude. 
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Appendix No. 4 


RANGE IMPROVEMENT PROGRAMS AND MULTIPLE LAND USE 

This is a unique occasion and one that I hope will bring about 
understanding and a good give and take. it is in this spirit that we 
elected to be here today. 

I see a parallel between what Mark Twain said-about the weather 
and the concerns expressed about range land management in the State of 
Nevada. But.there is one difference. While as former Nevadan Mark 
Twain said, everybody talks about the weather but nobody does anything 
about it, the Bureau of Land Management, with your cooperation, will 
do something substantial about improving range conditions in this State 
and throughout the West. This action has both the problems and the 
solutions we'll discuss today. More than that, there is a need 
for candor and facts about what the national resource lands in Nevada 
are all about. 

It's my intention to give you those facts and to respond straight 
out to what is troubling you and other public land users. 

i will. cover three key issues: 

1. The Bureau's range improvement plan 

2. grazing fees 


3. mining and protective land withdrawals. 


Remarks of Curt Berklund, Director, Bureau of Land Management 
Uo. Department of the interior, before the Nevada Public Land Users, 
Elko, Nevada, April 3, 1976. 


Range Management Program 

First, an intensive plan for range improvements is not new. It 
is at the heart of the Taylor Grazing Act, passed 42 years ago. Such 
plans are underway in the Western States and have been underway for 
nearly 10 years. But as we move to make.it work in Nevada for the 
common interest of livestock operators and other land users, there is 
a well of opposition. 

We read in your newspapers that the plan is a complete sellout 
to the environmentalists, and that’ BLM is’ a pawn in their hands. On 
the other hand, we read that BLM is a tool of Livestock and mning 
interests and *thav-we-are targely av fault for renge detlerioretiou, 
So, as you can see, BLM's posture depends a lot on which paper you read. 

Range conditions and corrective measures have been debated for 
decades. In 1974, the BLM Senate Range Condition Report expressed not 
only our concern, but the concerns of Congress and other public's as 
well. 

It is clear that there are Bureau-wide grazing deficiencies. 

The evaluation of the range program shows that range conditions are 
unsatisfactory because it is producing less than its potential-- 
potential for livestock forage, wildlife habitat, and watershed 
condition--except where the national resource lands are under intensive 
management. 

In addition, huge amounts of Nevada's rangelands in low-fair, or 
poor condition could easily slip in a rapidly declining trend during 


the first serious drought or other natural calamity. 


Contrary to press reports, Nevada has not been singled out for 
-more intensive management than is applied in other States. Similar 
actions are being taken in all Western States to correct problems re- 
lated to grazing use. 

In Nevada, BLM determined that range conditions are not good 
overall. ‘These conditions vary from excellent to range values lost for 
years to come. These conditions are largely attributed to--uwnauthorized 
livestock use--increased wild horse and burro population,-- poor dis- 
tribution of livestock,--improper seasons of grazing use, and in some 
Situations, mo seasonal rest of the range at all. Yes, in that order. 

The management plan which sets out the actions needed to improve 
resource conditions on Nevada national resource lands was ennounced by 
your State Director, td Rowland, in January. 

I support that plan, and it has the support of the Secretary and 
the Administration. Major corrective steps must be taken now if the 
divestock 1ndusiry, sependent+onsthejpublic.tands-of this State, is to 
Survive. Without your cooperation on deteriorating areas, I predict 
that, in the next ten years or so, what took your family generations to 
build will be lost. Both the potential and the future for grass-fed 
cattle is in direct proportion to the availability of a highly produc- 
tive range. I am not saying livestockmen have not worked at improving 
the range. What I am saying is we must do more and do it now to reach 
this potential. 

And let me tell you what the real solution is to the basic issue 
that is bothering you, that is, security of tenure. The solution--the 
only viable solution--is a range in good and improving condition for 


the livestock use dependent on it. 


Let me make this clear. We must have sound management that will 
bring this range up to its Pull potential. 

Yes, the proposed actions may seem harsh to some ranchers. But 
we'll do our best to work with all of them to avoid hardships, where 
possible. 

Our range specialists will work with every rancher in this State 
to insure that we have sound management plans for every allotment. 

I wonder about those who insist the range has been steadily in- 
proving over the last 50 years. I ask, how much? I hope that it has 
improved. But what does that mean in terms of its real potential? Can 
you run more iivestock? Does it support more wiidlife? 

Let me emphasize, the program in Nevada will be implemented on 
an allotment-by-allotment basis. The needs and specified situations 
of each rancher will be taken into account and all reasonable grazing 
alternatives will be considered. 

Let me tell you this. It is a proven fact that through the art 
and science of range management and with the cooperative management of 
the range permittee, almost unbelieveable improvements toward reaching 
full potential can be achieved. We've proved this time and again here 
in Nevada and all over the West. 

Our intent is not to "force grazing animals off the land," as 
some have charged. However, sound grazing management principles will 
be applied to achieve multiple use objectives on all allotments where 
livestock grazing is authorized. When necessary, grazing pressures, 
including livestock and wild horses and burros, will be adjusted so that 


grazing use does not exceed grazing capacity. Seasons of use will be 


established for livestock running on ranges where perennial plants are 
the key species. Such seasons of use will be based on sound plant 
growth data. 

Many allotments have forage rotation systems in operation now. 
What must eventually come about are allotment management plans where 
grazing systems provide for resting key plant species within the 
allotment. 

We will be working toward a minimum rest period of two months 
during the critical growth period for key plants on all allotments as 
we implement the AMPs. In the meantime, grazing systems will have to 
be adopted that will meet this objective. 

Increased emphasis also will be placed on range use supervision 
to insure compliance. There are about 400 livestock grazing trespass 
cases that are detected annually Bureau-wide, and I'm sure there are 
at least 4.00 others that go undetected. 

last year in Nevada there were LOO trespasses. That is a quarter 
of all the trespasses in the Nation. Some have been flagrant viola- 


t20ns. In some cases, trespass damage has been in excess of $18,000. 


Obviously, unauthorized grazing use has been a serious problem 
in Nevada and elsewhere in the West. It can't continue. It won't. 

On our vast open ranges, it is often difficult for anyone to know 
how many cattle are on the range and where they are. However, manag- 
ing livestock numbers is a basic requirement of any sound range program. 


This is why we we're going into ear tagging in some areas. 


GRAZING FEES 6 


Nothing is more explosive among western livestock operators than 
the increase in grazing fees. Believe me, we are as sensitive as you 
are. But ladies and gentlemen, understand this. There will be no 
change in the 1976 grazing fees. 

In discussing the grazing fee issue, some background is in order. 

Back in 1952, Congress, through the Independent Offices Appro- 
priation Act, directed that fees be fair, equitable and take into con- 
sideration the value of the use to the individual. 

The Bureau of the Budget followed up with an order, in 1959, 
directing that fair market value should be collected for use of feder- 
ally owned resources, and commercial practices should be used to arrive 
at fair markeGbuvalue. 

The BLM and Forest Service got together with the Statistical 
Reporting Service on a survey and analysis of public and private 
grazing in the Western States. Many of you were aware of and took part 
in the discussion and debate during 1968, on the proposal for a new fee 
formula to comply with the mandate from the Congress and Bureau of the 
Budget. After a great deal of debate, a compromise was reached. In 
January 1969, the Bureau of the Budget announced a 10 year schedule of 
annual increases to phase-in the fair market value grazing fee and to 
maintain comparability between grazing fees for private lands and those 
for public lands. 

Now, after 8 years, the actual grazing fee has increased from 
33 cents in 1968 to $1.51 in 1976, while the fair market value has 
increased from $1.23 to $1.94. This is approximately a 57 percent 
increase since 1968. We have also had Eites moratoriums on the sched- 


uled increases. Without these moratoriums, the grazing fee for this 


fi 
year, 1976, would have been $1.76 per AUM. ‘The average commercial rate 
for this same 8-year pericd increased from $3.74 to $5.75 per ALUM -- 
a 54 percent increase. On the McGregor Range in New Mexico where BLM 
manages grazing under a bidding system, the average bid last fall 
was $5.31 per AUM. 

I'm aware of the arguments about why grazing fees are too high, 
but the fact remains for all to see and compare the $1.51 against the 
$5.75 average commercial rate and the $5.31 average bid for public land 
grazing on the McGregor Range. And you should all be just as aware as 
I am of the arguments from Congress, the Office of Management and Bud- 
get and others as to why the fee should be higher. 

I have looked at the feé proposals of the House Interior Subconm- 
mittee. Our computations show that for the higher producing lands under 
that proposal the fee would be $1.84 and, for lower producing lands, it 
would be $1.51 for the 1976 grazing season. 

We will support and accept a reasonable grazing fee formula based 
on this or any other legislation. My personal view is that it should 

not be in a BLM organic act, and neither should a number of amendments 
approved to date. 

Now I feel I mst caution this gathering and the livestock industry 
in general. There are powerful groups at work today that would like 
to see livestock taken off the public range in favor of growing forage 
for wildlife, wild horses and burros, or as scenery. In short, they 


feel the best way to preserve the public lands will be to remove live- 


stock from the public range. 


One of their strongest weapons will be efforts by Congress or 
BLM to exert an overbalance in favor of the livestock industry. As 
I have already pointed out, we are in the multiple use business. We 
are under clear mandates to retain and manage the public lands in 
the most professional and productive manner. 

If attempts persist to legislate special considerations for the 
beneficiaries. of the public lands, there will (be strong countervailing 
pressures to overturn these efforts. I recommend you look only as far 
as last year's distorted game range controversy to measure the impact 
and effectiveness of certain movements. 

The fee increase for 1976 had been forecast for a long time. Both 
industry and Congressional leaders knew what was ahead. Simply put, 


we gave you the facts. 


I imow your sentiments. J have met with your representatives, 
your Congressional delegation, and many of you personally. I have 
always said the same thing. 

Not all stockmen agree that our fees are too high. In fact, many 
ranchers and Congressmen believe existing grazing fees represent a high 
subsidy. 

Here's how a Montana rancher put it, and I quote. "I beliete the 
fault primarily responsible for the unrealistic low return of grazing 
revenue from public lands is the lack of a satisfactory bid system. 
When timber is sold from Forest Service or BLM lands, a base price is 


established which covers administrative costs plus a reasonable public 


return. Bidding over and above this establishes the fair market value. 


There is no reason cuch a system could not be worked out on a ten year 
lease bid program for grazing and I would be curicus what this grazing 
would bring if it was put out on bids." 

What do you think of that, fellows? 

After that, I want to sound a different chord. 

On a positive note, last week I testified for the Department in 
favor of S. 2555, a bill to "Establish a National Rangelands Rehabili- 
tation and Protection Program." The bill was introduced by Senator 
Haskell (D-Colo.). 

I feel that successful passage would advance the cause of range- 
land improvements eee to be a milestone in achieving the objectives 
all of us in this room seek for the public domain lands. 

S,. 2555 as it came out of Committee would direct the Secretary of 
the Interior to develop, within five years after enactment, a compre- 
hensive and detailed inventory of the rangelands administered by the 
Bureau of Land Management, identifying their resources and deficiencies. 

The bill would further direct the Secretary to develop, maintain, 
revise as necessary, and implement a rangeland rehabilitation and pro- 
tection program for the improved management of the rangelands within 
30 years after enactment of the bill. The bill provides TOY. public 
participation at each "significant step" in the program's preparation 
and implementation. The Secretary must submit an annual report to the 
Congress under the bill. 

As it currently stands, the bill would authorize a total increase 
of nearly a billion dollars over the next 30 years. 

That bill would supplement, not replace, organic legislation 


desperately needed by the BLM. 
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RANGE IMPROVEMENT FUNDS 

It seems fitting at this time, to clear the air on the use of 
range improvement funds. Objections have been raised on the use of these 
funds to pay for the expenses of environmental assessments, management 
framework plans, AMPs and so on, as opposed to "on the ground" range 
improvenents. 

Historically, the range improvement funds have included administra- 
tive and other overhead costs associated with the planning, design, and 
supervision of range improvement work. The use of range improvement 
funds for planning and environmental assessments is in keeping with the 
intent of the Taylor Grazing Act and the National Environmental Policy 
Act. 

I say this because the completion of an environmental assessment 
of impacts of a proposed project is now a part of the planning, de- 
Signing and construction of range improvements. 

Jere are some actual figures on the use of range improvement 


funds for the first 6 months of Fiscal Year 1976: 


Administrative Support 11 percent 
Project Planning 6 percent 
Revegetation 1 percent 
Water Developments 37 percent 
Fences and Cattleguards 18 percent 
Maintenance of Existing Projects ek percent 
All Other Items (including 

environmental assessment) 3 percent 


Environmental assessment is less than three percent. About 80 
percent goes directly for "on-the-ground" improvements. I believe that's 


a good ratio. 


hf 


OTHER MANDATES 

In reading the news coverage about the Nevada range improvement 
plan, several things struck me. The first was the way the Taylor 
Grazing Act was referred to as it it were BLM's only mandate. The 
second was a constant reference to BLM and the Feds forcing their edicts 
on western cattlemen. 

Maybe this kind of reaction is to be expected, or maybe we are 
oversensitive. But, hear me out. 

Times have changed. Single use management is over. The public 
Jands are no longer operated solely for mining or timber or grazing. 

The BLM is engaged in a program of retention for multiple-use 
management. We manage these lands for livestock grazing, wildlife habi- 


tat, wild horses and burros, outdoor recrea 
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mineral activities, 
watershed protection, industrial development, timber production, and the 
preservation of historic and environmental values. People in all 50 
States are interested in now we manage these lands, including 68% of 
Nevada. 

Although the Taylor Grazing Act is the basic legislative authority 
governing the management and protection of the public lands, BLM has 
many other mandates from Congress as well. 

In addition to the Taylor Grazing Act, here are some of the laws 
passed by Congress which dictate our activities: 

« Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 

- Water Resources Planning Act 

- Water Quality Act 

- National Historic Preservation Act 

- National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 

« National Environmental Policy Act 

- Wild Free-Roaming Horse and Burro Act 


« Endangered Species Act 
° Sikes Act 


MZ 


And I must report, none of these excluse lands managed under the 
Taylor Grazing Act. 

I might add that sentiment is so strong at times that some laws 
pass through the Congress without any dissenting votes. The Wild Horse 
and Burro Act is one example. 

There are more mandates, too, such as Executive Orders issued by 
the President and public land orders issued by the Secretary of the 
Interior. 

If you are frustrated by BLM's actions, consider the responsibil- 
ity given to us by the Congress. We could spend hours detailing for 
you how these laws impact the Taylor Grazing Act. 

Livestock grazing is just one of a number of uses made of the 
public lands. Therefore, it isn't a simple matter of how. livestock will 
be grazed to improve range conditons, but how livestock will be grazed 
in combination with other uses ofthe land and-resources. The BLM's 
job is to determine what that combination should be. Although many of 
the uses may be compatible and complementary, other uses are conflicting. 


Trade-offs become necessary as part of management. 


While it may be difficult to accept or adjust to the changing 
relationships of multiple-use management on the public land, it re- 
mains a fact that Congress is continually passing new laws which the 
BLM must carry out. 

LAND WITHDRAWALS 
Now, let's talk about land withdrawals and some of the questions 


raised on that subject. Have we withdrawn too many acres or too few? 


Nie 


Mining interests generally state that perhaps we have withdrawn too 
much land from mineral exploration. Conservationists and other public 
Jand users express an opposite view. 

More important, is there a better way to assess and record with- 
drawals sO we can more precisely determine where we are and where we're 
going? Frankly, the present system does not do the job. Again, laws 
and authorities are numerous, outdated and in need of a legislative 
overhaul. 

Secretary Kleppe recognizes the problems and has appointed a task 
force, headed by the Assistant Secretary for Land and Water Resources, 
to review the issue and recommend alternatives. 

The withdrawal of Federal lands, and accompanying segregations, 
have long been a basic management tool designed to protect and preserve 
unique and irreplaceable public values that might otherwise be forever 
lost. 

Most land that has been withdrawn has been withdrawn by or at the 
direction of Congress. Examples are national forests, national parks, 
Witc t te areas, military reservations, and withdrawals under the Alaska 
Native Claims Settlement Act. 

Use of the term "mineral withdrawals" is misleading. The purpose 
of most withdrawals is for other than mineral purposes, with segregation 
fran mineral location a frequent provision of the withdrawal. 

It should be pointed out that approval of a withdrawal is subject 


to valid existing rights, such as existing mining claims. 
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Insofar as BLM lands in Nevada are concerned, most of the 48 
million acres administered by BLM are now open to mineral location. 
In fact a considerable portion of this acreage is now covered by 


mining claims. 


Last year, the Bureau filed an application for withdrawal of most 
of the Sheldon Game Range from mining. The primary reason for the ap- 
plication was to protect: the wilderness values pending a mineral survey. 
However, the application for withdrawal does not apply to the 68,000 
acre portion of the Sheldon known to have mineral values. 

Since that time, a new law (P.L. 94-223) was enacted which trans-~- 
ferred sole administration of the Range to the Department's Fish and 
Wildlife Service. However, that law does not affect the segregation of 
the lands from mining under the proposed withdrawal. 

To sum up, what I've been saying should illustrate many of the 
conflicts that exist on the national resource lands. These are not 
“unique or exclusive to the State of Nevada. We're not dealing with a 
Single land use. We're dealing with many. There aren't any simple 
solutions. 

Kach user must respect the rights of others. Each user must be 
fairly dealt with to the full limit of the law. 

My purpose here today is to make sure you understand this and to 
assure you that I will carry out the Bureau's responsibility to you 
and to all other users fairly and fully according to the laws of the 
land. 


Thank you. 


Appendix No. 5 


REMARKS OF MR. DALE ANDRUS 
BLM STATE DIRECTOR, COLORADO 
before the 
NATIONAL ADVISORY BOARD 
Casper, Wyoming, May 25, 1976 


Board members, ladies and gentlemen, the Director is a pretty hard act 
to follow, and I notice he touched just a little bit on the coal program 
and EIS's. He also discussed grazing management, and if you had contin- 
ued to question him I wouldn't have to take any time at all. I've been 
asked to discuss these two programs, both of which the Bureau has under- 
way. They heavily impact the Rocky Mountain States. Of course, the 
grazing program impacts all Western States. 


Before we started this morning, I passed out a number of documents. 
(The Director may be a hard act to follow but I can produce more paper 
Witeitoncwitt. je lc myOu wal! FOOk- in <@ront of you, you will find an 
outline on the Secretary's Coal Management Program. The first three 
pages generally cover this program, and I'll go into those in detail a 
little bit later. Then we have a chart on the coal program which is 

a schematic of how the entire system fits together with the MFP's, 
short-term criteria as applies to preference right leases, environmental 
impact statements, competitive leasing, and diligent development and 
performance standards. Back of that, we have a statement regarding 
range conditions and the EIS program. 


I developed this outline because I thought both programs are complicated 
and of such magnitude that they are quite difficult to follow. I would 
like to use the outline over the next three days. I'm sure that Dan 
Baker, in his field trip on Wednesday, will tie many of the pieces to- 
gether for you. Additionally, the Bureau recently put out two documents 
which I have passed out. One of them is called "An Analysis of Preference 
Right Lease Applications for Federal Coal." This document gets into the 
location of the lease application, the tonnages involved, and so forth. 
It's quite an informative document. The other is a document in green 
cover. It's called "An Analysis of Existing Federal Coal Leases." This 
was recently prepared by our Washington staff, and it gets into matters 
such as existing coal leases available, tonnage requirements, where they 
are located by states, and so forth. These two documents together should 
prove very informative to you, and I would suggest that within the next 
two or three days, if you have time, you delve into them. 


With that, let me briefly cover the Secretary's coal leasing program. 
The intent is to give you somewhat of a background before we get into 
the EIS briefing and problems. 
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The coal program announced by the Secretary on January 26th has basically 
five parts: competitive leasing, EMARS; performance standards; diligent 
development, such as royalties and penalties from the sixth to tenth 
years; and the honoring of preference right leases. 


BLM currently has responsibility for approximately 800 million acres of 
minerals estate. Out of this, there are some 537 leases for coal covering 
approximately 799,000 acres. They embrace an estimated 16.4 billion tons 
of recoverable coal. As to preference right leases, there are 187 covering 
approximately 475,000 acres. There is an additional consideration which 
came up in Colorado not too long ago. It may apply to other energy states. 
In addition to the Federal reserves, for example, we know that in Colorado 
better than twice as much has been leased by the State of Colorado. I'm 
sure that you will find some of the same situation existing in other states. 


In this situation, why lease more coal? We believe under this new policy 
many of the present leases will be dropped. They are going to be dropped 
for various reasons: because of new mining methods, economics, inability 
to comply with reclamation requirements, and so forth. The projected 
production from the present leases is expected to equal the demand by 
1985. 


In many cases we've found that where there are existing leases, companies 
are trying to pull them all together into mining units. There may be a 
Window of Federal lands--maybe 80 acres--within 2,000 or 3,000 acres that 
a company is trying to work or develop. Or, it may be a 160-acre window 
inside. To develop the resource in an orderly manner, prepare a mining 
plan that will satisfy environmental concerns, and make an economic unit, 
these "windows" should be made available. 


I understand that Secretary Horton is going to be with you this morning. 
In fact, he will be with you right after the break to discuss the Energy 
Minerals Act Activity Recommendations System, the one we call EMARS. 

So, I won't delve into this aspect too deeply. What I have tried to 
outline here is the basic content. 


The regulations concerning EMARS we believe will be published around the 
first of June. Leasing regulations were issued on May 7th. New surface 
management regulations were published on May 17. 


At one time, the people in the West, possibly in the Nation, asked us to 

put land back into its native form--native vegetation and original contour, 
following surface mining. But I find in Northwest Colorado it's nota 
question of whether we can put it back into its original contour, put the 
shrubs and vegetation back on the ground. Rather, it is a question of 
whether we can and should put the land into a higher use. In some instances, 
for example, the chemical analysis of soil composition is so good, along 
with climatic conditions, that we could probably terrace and put it into 
dryland wheat, or other food production. This is one of the questions we 
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are going to be facing in the future. It's not just restoring surface 
in some areas to original condition, but what the highest and best use 
might be. Should land be put into, say, food production, or wildlife 
habitat? 


As to environmental impact statements, there are ten. This was an- 
nounced by the Secretary with his policy statement. The map you have 
in front of you identifies them. The Secretary stated that, in essence 
and beginning July 7, the Sweetwater of Kemmerer in Wyoming will be 
started in July of '76 and completed in August of 1977. The Northern 
Powder River in Montana with U.S. Geological Survey lead is to be com- 
pleted in August of 1977. West Central North Dakota with BLM lead is 
to be completed in October of 1977. 


Beginning in October of 1976, there is Central Utah (with USGS lead) 

to be completed in 1978; Southern Utah, (BIM lead) to be completed October 
1977. Then, beginning in January of 1977, Hanna Basin and Atlantic Rim, 
Wyoming (USGS lead), to be completed in April 1978; West Central Colorado 
(BLM lead) to be completed in April of 1978; and Star Lake, Vista, New 
Mexico (BLM lead), to be completed in July 1978. In April 1977, we 

have the North Central Alabama (BLM lead), to be completed by 1978; and 
East Central Oklahoma, which is a BLM lead, to be completed in July of 
1978. These are all identified schematically on your map. 


Now, as to problems we are running into on regional coal environmental 
impact statements. Based on our experience in Northwest Colorado and 

in analyzing the schedule, I'd say that timing is going to be highly 
critical. In most cases we find that it is taking from 18 to 24 months 
to complete a statement. And, as you go through this schedule, you'll 
find that we have been authorized or allocated only 12 to 14 months. 

Too, there is somewhat of a conflict with other EIS commitments, as 
alluded to in the Director's remarks. We have 212 grazing EIS statements 
going on at the same time. 


The lack of basic data for completion of MFP's was alluded to this 
morning. In order to develop a good MFP, which sets forth recommendations 
and guidelines for allocation of resources, we need basSic data. We need 
to update old MFP's that have been in existence, and due to changes in 
law, and national policy thrust, we are going to have to go back and in 
some cases update work that has been done to get the quality desired. 


Some of you questioned the Director about MFP's versus EIS's. One of 

the major problems we find in developing regional EIS's is a lack of 
specific data--mining plans, other developments, rights-of-way, railroads, 
and project specifics. If we do not always have this or precise infor- 
mation, we may only be able to develop a general, regional environmental 
impact statement to cover socioeconomic aspects and get a general over- 
view on growth based on total reserves. But following that, we would have 
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to develop supplemental EIS's as we got into actual earthmoving, ground- 
disturbance activities. Whether it be a coal-fired generation plant or 
a railroad right-of-way, this is a project specific and we are able to 
treat it. Without it, we may have to do some supplementals. 


The instructions call for concise, short statements. CEQ told the 
Secretary of the Interior he has to shorten them down to get better 

into the analytical aspects. On the other hand, we are told to go into 
greater analysis on individual subjects and to give them more compre- 
hensive coverage. So, on one hand they say to get down to the "bare 
bones," and, on the other hand they are telling us to "beef it up." Each 
reviewer, whether it be in another Federal agency or within the Depart- 
ment, Seems to want a doctoral dissertation on his particular area of 
interest, but an executive summary on all the others. So we find con- 
flicting standards. 


With that, I want to move on to grazing programs. The Director, again, 
touched upon this a while ago. He pretty well set forth BIM policy. 
Since June of 1975, the Bureau has taken several positive actions in 
the EIS schedule ordered by the court. Our commitment is to prepare 
212 environmental impact statements on 150 million acres of national 
resource lands. 


One of the aspects of the program is to re-emphasize BLM policy that 
range improvements be authorized primarily within implemented allotment 
management plans, or AMP's. Range improvements outside AMP areas under 
this policy are limited to maintenance of existing facilities or other 
range improvements needed to maintain custodial level livestock manage- 
ment. Furthermore, this policy stipulates that AMP's must be subject 
to environmental and benefit-cost analysis prior to implementation. 

The intenti:is to insure that the national resource lands are not com- 
mitted to irreversible actions. 


It has been almost one year since the court order was issued. Let me 
give you an update. 


First, I'd like to discuss progress on the Challis EIS. This was the 
initial statement in our program and our only commitment to the court 
for Fiscal Year 1976. The Challis draft environmental impact statement 
is at the printer's now. It is scheduled to be released on June 2nd by 
our Boise office, with public hearings to be held in Challis, Idaho, on 
July 7th, Boise on July 9th. Final comments are due July 19th. And, 
based upon that, we hope to compile comments and come forward with a 
final statement on October 8th. 


The Director indicated that we had to go back to the courts because of 

a deviation in schedule. On April 15th, as provided for in the suit, 
the Bureau published in the Federal Register a notice of proposed devi- 
ation from the schedule, and requested that it be allowed 100 additional 
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days, or until October 8th, to complete the Challis EIS. The Pacific 
Legal Foundation, defendant intervenor in the original suit, filed a 
protest with the court regarding this proposed extension, and we will 
now be required to argue the merits of this extension before the court. 
No date has been set to hear that case. 


In addition to the Challis environmental statement, we started one in 

San Luis Valley of Colorado in 1976. This is in the Canon City District. 
Preparation of this statement is progressing satisfactorily, and we hope 

to have the draft in publication by August of 1976. This statement was 

not a commitment to the court under the suit. Rather, under the Director's 
lead, we have been authorized to go ahead in order to get additional 
information and experience that may be helpful to us and the other states 
in preparation of future environmental statements. 


During 1977, there are nine environmental statements scheduled for com- 
pletion. Each state except Montana (and I don't know how Moose got 
around this one) has an environmental statement to complete in 1977. 
Moose has until 1978. The completion dates for the various draft EIS's 
range from November 1976, in the case of the Sandy environmental state- 
ment in Wyoming, to mid-May 1977, for San Simon in Arizona. 


We all have gained considerable experience and encountered similar prob- 
lems in developing and preparing the EIS's. Some of the major problems 
I'll just touch on. There is a lack of current resource data. We find 
in going through this program, for example, that we have some rare, 
endangered humpback suckers in the Upper Yampa. This information is 
going to bring about changes in the EIS. We will address it when we get 
into the aquatic aspects of fisheries along streambeds. Prior to this 
time, in many cases, we haven't gathered this kind of data. In another 
case, we went out for a contract meteorologist because we didn't have 
air experts on our staff. There is a similar lack of current resource 
data in many other areas--archaeology, for example. 


Inadequate planning, new laws, forage allocations, time frames and 
deadlines, availability of experienced personnel, are posing problems 
to all of us. Some specialty skills just aren't around. We are having 
difficulties in contracting. 


We talk about problems that we are encountering as they relate to the 
grazing EIS program. Actually, you will find that such are true of 
any environmental impact statement being prepared by BLM tcday. 


Since the initial regional boundaries were established--the 212 EIS 
boundaries for range--BLM Bureau has gained additional experience and 

is determining what constitutes a logical EIS. We have had some differ- 
ences in views. I have 13 years in Colorado to complete the program. 

We didn't have many guidelines when we started. We didn't realize the 
problems we were going to be encountering. Now, with added experience, 
the Washington office has asked the field to reevaluate initial EIS areas 
for possible realignment and consolidation of EIS's. Instead of 212, we 
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may come up with something different. When this happens, then we are 
going to have to file for a deviation with the court and set the new 
areas and priorities. But these modifications should result in fewer 
statements and, hopefully, we will get the job done quicker with less 
cost. 


And with that, I believe I've used up my time, Rusty. Thank you very 
much for your kind attention. 


Appendix No. 6 


REMARKS OF JAMES W. MONROE 
Assistant Director, Legislation and Plans 
Before The 
National Advisory Board 
Casper, Wyoming, May 25, 1976 


Mr. Chairman, Members of the Board, and guests. The Congress is deeply 
involved in a number of legislative proposals of interest to the Bureau 

and the Department. An ad hoc committee has been formed of the National Board 
to consider legislation during this meeting. The committee was formed as a 
result of the Board's resolution from the Elko meeting that recommended 
consideration of organic act legislation for the Bureau. Since the Congress 
is considering more than just organic legislation we felt it would be appro- 
priate at this time to at least acquaint the Board with the broader range 

of pending measures. I'll summarize several of the bills. 


A bill to amend the Wild Free Roaming Horse and Burro Act has not been 
acted on by either the Senate or the House. This legislation tends to be 
very controversial. . . although opposition to the measure is declining 
and we may see some action this Congress. Probably another factor in the 
delay is the lawsuit pending before the U.S. Supreme Court. Oral arguments 
were held before the Court last month and we are hopeful that a decision 

on the Constitutionality of the bill will be rendered before the summer 
mecess of the court. 


In short, the Administration's bill calls for a better definition of the 
term "excess animal;" it seeks authorization for the Secretary to remove 
and/or destroy wild horses when they are excess, old, sick, lame or when 

it is an act of mercy; the bill authorizes the use of aircraft and motorized 
vehicles to gather wild horses and burros and in the administration of the 
Act. . .The bill also authorizes sale or donation of excess animals pro- 
vided we have assurance of their continued humane treatment. Finally, the 
bill specifies that no animal shall be destroyed unless that is the only 
feasible and practical way to remove the animal from the range. 


A rangelands improvement bill introduced by Senator Floyd Haskell of 
Colorado has drawn Administration support. . .The bill passed the Senate 

a few weeks ago largely in the form we supported. The bill authorizes 
nearly $900 million in additional funding authorization for range, wildlife, 
and watershed protection and improvement. Important to note is that the 
bill declares a national commitment to rehabilitation and future protection 
of the rangelands administered by the Bureau. The bill directs the 
Secretary to act within 30 years to develop and implement a rangelands 
rehabilitation and improvement program to continue the maximum productive 
capacity of such lands, consistent with the principles of multiple-use 

and sustained-yield. . .The Director also covered this issue quite adequately. 
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A related issue is consideration of a legislated formula under which 
livestock grazing fees would be set. The present formula was established 
aS a result of a joint Interior-Agriculture study of several years ago 
from which the Udall-Freeman formula emerged. The Director's remarks 
adequately stated our position on this issue. 


One measure that has generally wide support. . .although not from the 
administration. . .would provide payments to State and local governments 
based on the amount of public lands within the boundaries of the State or 
local entities. 


This legislation is generally known as "payments in lieu of taxes." It 
has been ordered reported by the House Interior and Insular Affairs 
Committee on May 7. This means that the Committee has finished its work 
and the next stop is the House Rules Committee. . .In general, the bill 
directs the government to pay based on acreage, population and certain 
other criteria an amount of money for the land administered as part of 
the National Park System, National Wilderness System, the National Forest 
System, lands administered by BLM and certain water resource development 
projects. 


The bill provides that payments will be 75 cents an acre in the most 

general terms, with certain restrictions based on population and subtracting 
the amount of payments received by the governmental unit under other Acts. 
Or, 10 cents per acre limited only the population of the State or county. 


This legislation would impact the U.S. Treasury by more than $100 million 
annually. To date, the Administration has taken no position on the 
legislation. . . although in its present form the bill is probably unde- 
sirable. 


In another field, there are amendments to the Federal Advisory Committee 
Act pending in the Senate. The bills would broaden the definition of 
advisory committee; specify that at least one-third of the membership of 
each committee be drawn from citizens in private life;. require listings 
of all past and present members and of all advisory committees; and would 
require audio recordings of all committee meetings. Hearings have been 
held on the bills but we have no expectations of final congressional 
actions 


Finally, the BLM Organic Act has received considerable attention and 
action this year. The Senate passed S.507 a few months back. This bill 
has the support of the Administration and most constituent organizations. 


The Senate bill has not been seriously considered by the House nor is it 
likely to be considered or the subject of public hearings. Rather, the 
House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee has reported H.R. 13777, 
the Federal Land and Policy and Management Act. This bill is a product 


of the Subcommittee on Public Lands. It provides unprecedented 

involvement of the Congress in the day-to-day administration of the public 
lands. The bill has so many objectionable features that Secretary Thomas 
Kleppe recently wrote to the Committee and stated the bill is "completely 
unacceptable to the Administration." The bill constitutes a serious 
infringement on the power of the executive in the daily administration 

of the public lands. The Secretary continued: "When considered as a 
whole, this bill would create a statutory quagmire which would be impossible 
to administer." 


Among other things, the bill requires that many actions relating to 
Management decisions on the public lands be reviewed by Congress, which has 
up to 120 legislative days to disapprove these actions. This translates 
into long delays and confusion in the management of the land. It should 
be noted that 120 legislative days convert to about 6 months since days 

in which Congress is not in session don't count. 


The House bill provides only limited law enforcement authority to permit 
BLM to protect the resources and the people who use the resources. It 
contains language requiring that we offer annually contracts to State or 
local law enforcement agencies to administer State and local or Federal 
laws on BLM lands. . .This provision alone could cost millions of dollars 
and could prove to be ineffective for the land and its resources. 


Other details of the bill will be discussed by the legislation committee. 


We can't predict the outcome of organic legislation this year, since it's 
an election year and there are many controversial features of both the 
Senate and House bills. There is a broad-based effort underway to make 
Many substantive amendments to the House version of the bill. . .if it 
reaches the floor of the House. If the House passes the bill, the next 
stop will be a conference committee with the Senate. . .We simply can't 
predict what will happen this year. However, if a workable compromise 
isn't produced. . .the bill will be threatened by a Presidential veto. 


Thank you. 
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Appendix No. 7 


REMARKS OF ROMAN H. KOENINGS 
Assistant Director, Resources 
Before The 

NATIONAL ADVISORY BOARD 
Casper, Wyoming, May 25, 1976 


The Bureau has been in recreation for a long time. The public has been 
uSing the National Resource Lands for recreation purposes in one form 

or the other since this country was founded. As the years went by, the 
nature and development of the country changed and so did the recreational 
pursuits. 


With industrialization, the advent of the 40-hour week, improved trans- 
portation methods, technological development of equipment, disposable 
income for leisure time pursuits, and a long array of changing factors, 
the population of this country turned to the great outdoors. Obviously, 
we could get into a long discussion of the interrelationship of these 
changes, including population dynamics, but that is not the purpose here 
today. 


Today, with these many changes and with many laws regarding health and 
safety, considerable highly mobile equipment, earlier retirement, and a 
host of these "benefits," the public lands are being used and abused in 
ever increaSing ways. 


It must be recognized that the tourist in the Western States is an important 
and vital component of these States' economy. I do not wish to engage in 

a long dissertation on the economic benefits, but in all the Western States, 
the tourist industry ranks in the upper three most important. It is there- 

fore incumbent that we recognize such values in the multiple-use management 

Of the public lands. How it is recognized is as important a factor as that 

it is recognized. 


It must also be recognized that it has been about 76 years or the turn of 

the century that some people seriously began to urge that the outstanding 
natural areas of this country be set aside for future generations. So there 
was a change in attitudes that began to take place, which has resulted ina 
long list of organizations to protect areas for the benefits of future 
generations. Many of the national parks, and later on many of the national 
forests in the western part of the U.S., were carved out of the public domain. 


With the change in peoples' living habits, it became apparent that the 
remaining National Resource Lands be inventoried to determine what recre- 
ational lands and opportunities remained. 


The recreation policy as it now exists was developed with several factors 
in mind. The policy recognizes several factors. I would like to cover a 
few of them: (1) that we do have a responsibility in recognizing recreation 
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in all its aspects as part of multiple-use management of land resources. 
(2) That private enterprise has, and will, continue to provide recreation 
opportunities whether they be ski slopes--or what some people refer to as 
holiday inn campgrounds--or more succinctly--hotels and motels. (3) That 
the Recreational and Public Purposes Act provides a vehicle through which 
we can transfer land to other units of government which can and should 
develop the areas that are more activity oriented. In other words, we 

do not feel we should be in the golf course, swimming pool, tennis court, 
ball field, and similar types of program recreational business. I must 
point out that this does not preclude what one would call the "cow pasture" 
type of ball field near a campground. We are attempting to hold the line 
on these types of developments to the best of our ability. (4) Wildlife-- 
both the consumptive and nonconsumptive uses are an important part of the 
overall recreation use of public lands. Whether you are fly fisherman, 
purist, or a garden hackle specialist doesn't really count too much. The 
fact that we have clear streams is the key. Whether you are an avid bird 
watcher or a hunter of elk, the wildlife resources add to your overall 
enjoyment of public lafids. (5) We do have a management responsibility 

to identify and protect cultural and historic values as well as a legal 
mandate. (6) That we do have a responsibility to manage the public lands 
in such a manner so as to maintain and enhance their aesthetic quality. 
This is not always understood, but is an important aspect of the multiple- 
use concept of public land management. 


The last factor I would like to discuss is the health and safety of the 
user and the protection of the public property. This is not just desirable, 
it is absolutely essential. 


To accomplish our goal, there is obviously a great need for complete 
coordination with other public entities and the private sector. These 
activities must also be coordinated and balanced with other uses of the 
public lands. There is a need to understand all aspects of public land 
management and to establish priorities to accomplish sound land management. 
We feel that it is as important to have as much information regarding the 
mineralization of an area before it is set aside for a primitive area or 
other protected classification as it is to have an inventory of its 
outstanding natural values. 


Recreation is still an emerging program within the Bureau. As we proceed 
with our planning process, more opportunities for recreation on the National 
Resource Lands will be identified. In some cases, these mangement decisions 
may favor recreation as the dominant use; in other cases, recreation will be 

a secondary use or could even be excluded. I see recreation use on the 

NRL's just emerging, and in coming years, we can expect a significant increase 
in recreation use on our lands with an attendant increase in demands by users 
aS well as greater conflict between users. 
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Our planning system will aid us and help identify where we can provide 

more recreation opportunities, but it will not provide us with the 

ability to manage these visitors. This is another facet of our recreation 
Management program. We are currently working on problems related to 

levels of use - or if you will, carrying capacity. Carrying capacities 

are established for many reasons: to protect a resource from overuse 

and abuse, to try and assure that people will have the quality of experi- 
ence they anticipated, and to protect users from hazards that can be 

created by overcrowding. People may recognize the problem, but frequently 
fail to recognize the significance of it to them. Staff members in our 
Denver Service Center and our Washington Office, along with field personnel, 
are working on some of these problems of visitor management. We are looking 
at techniques and methods of interpreting the resources on the NRL's to 
educate and inform the visitor. These efforts include expanding his or 

her knowledge of a resource, and also to explain the need for protection. 
Our interpretive program will also provide the visitor with information 

on hazards that may be encountered and what precautions an individual 
should take before trying to undertake some activities. 


Besides using in-house capability, we are utilizing outside research con- 
sultants. In these cases, we are working cooperatively with the Forest 
Service since they experience many of the same recreation management prob- 
lems we do. Among some of the research activities that are underway or will 
be initiated shortly are studies of how we can get a better understanding on 
the numbers of people who use the NRL's for hiking, rockhounding, photo- 
graphy, horseback riding, off-road vehicle driving, hunting, fishing, and 
similar activities that may involve individual participation or at most a 
small group. We are looking at the management and control of the number 

of users of our whitewater rivers and streams so as to protect the resource 
and provide a quality experience. These efforts will provide us with an 
objective assessment of the various problems as a basis for decisionmaking 
rather than relying on our personal intuitions and biases. 


In examining the resources on the public lands, it became apparent that 
there are a wide variety of features that represent natural phenomena. 
Field personnel in Utah have found some areas of geologic formations 
resulting from wind erosion and natural weathering. Currently, we do 
not have a good focal point for inventorying and cataloging these forma- 
tions. Because of their fragility, the formations are extremely suscep- 
tible to damage, and with the number of off-road vehicle users, the area 
is susceptible to uncontrolled use. 


We would expect that our natural history program will provide a focal 
point to handle not only geologic formations, but paleontological speci- 
mens that are discovered on the NRL's. We have a unique responsibility 
to protect these irreplaceable resources. A sound program msut be devel- 
oped that assures natural history resources on the public lands are uti- 
lized for maximum benefit whether it be for research or recreation inter- 
pretation. 
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The last element of our recreation management program is visual resources. 

I think the best way to approach this subject is to characterize visual 
resources aS a concept - using the old cliche - beauty is in the eye of 

the beholder. A pleasant vista or view has always been a part of recreation. 
It was one of those intangible things that everyone seemed to recognize, but 
really couldn't define. Our visual resource program is an effort to plan for 
the pleasant view, harmonious landscape or whatever term we want to apply. 

By applying principles developed through this program to our development 
activities, we can begin to adjust and modify the impact of our development 
on the visual scene. 


Many of BLM's land management activities involve some alteration of the 
natural character of the landscape. It must be recognized that there are 

a variety of scenic values on National Resource Lands, and there are numerous 
other resources with management objectives that may not coincide with the 
protection of the visual resource. 


Because it is not practical to provide the same degree of management to the 
visual resources on all BLM lands, it becomes necessary to have a system to 
evaluate the visual resources and to determine what degree of management is 
desirable and practical, including protection, rehabilitation, and enhance- 
ment. 


As a result, in November of 1975, the Bureau initiated the visual resource 
Management program. At that time, the Bureau established policy of planning, 
designing, and implementing its resource management activities in a manner 
which will minimize adverse effects on the visual resource. 


How we professionally manage these visual resources will have a significant 
role in determining the public acceptance of all our programs. 


As a Bureau, we can attain acceptable levels of recreational use and reduced 
visual impacts without unduly affecting commodity production. 


Appendix No. 8 


Remarks of Jack O. Horton 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior 
before the 

National Advisory Board 
Bureau of Land Management 


Tuesday, May 25, 1976 


Mr. Chairman, Director Curt Berklund, ladies and gentlemen, members of 

the National Advisory Board. It's a particular personal privilege on 

my part to be here. Not only because the Director and your Chairman 

have seen fit to hold their second meeting of the National Advisory Board 
here in God's country, but particularly because the land here in Wyoming 

is illustrative of the many competing uses we have seen arise over the past 
three to five years on the public lands. 


In a very real sense, I think it's appropriate that we address the issues 
of coal and energy after we have heard the fine presentation by Assistant 
Director Rome Koenings, on the recreation demands on the public lands. 
Our responsibility, as it is yours, is to recognize and to attempt to 
balance or create an equilibrium between many competing and, we are also 
glad to say, complementary uses of the public lands. 


The announcement that the Department makes today has been tailor-made to 
be released at this meeting of the National Advisory Board. It was the 
Secretary's desire, and we agree with him, that this was the most appro- 
priate forum to announce establishment--after a great deal of thought 
and discussion with the Western Governors--what is called EMARS, the 
Department's coal-leasing system. 


We had embargoed the release of this announcement until ten o'clock 

this morning. My apologies, Curt, to you and to the Chairman. I was 
delayed ten minutes by a traffic jam in Denver, ten minutes by headwinds © 
coming into Casper, and another ten minutes by a blowout immediately in 
front of the Ramada Inn. So we should have embargoed it at 10:30 instead 
of ten o'clock. 


Let me first say what the Secretary's announcement is not. It is nota 
decision to undertake more coal leasing on Federal lands at this time. 
Rather, what it is is a system or a process which will involve the close 
interraction of the Western governors, of the public, and of the industry, 
with the BLM, the Geological Survey and the Interior Department to create 

a climate of understanding in developing a systematic, step-by-step process 
by which decisions on coal can be made in the future. 


Tied might, Jet me firstatake, you back-histoxnically—--firsh, to athe 1920's 
and the Mineral Leasing Act, the basic authority for coal leasing under 
which the BLM and Department have operated; then to 1970 with the signing 
of the National Environmental Policy Act; and finally, within the last 
five years, the inward telescoping, reassessment of the values on the 
public lands, and the realization that we could no longer operate on 


Single resources, whether they be grass, minerals, or water, in the 
traditional way. We simply had to come out with a better system of 
looking at other values, of looking ahead at environmental impacts, and 
of working with the Western governors in whose posture we have seen a 
Significant and welcome increase as far as assessment of responsibilities 
for Federal resources in their particular states. 


BLM in 1971 and on its own initiative--an action to which I give both 
congratulations and great credit--recognized that they had.a divergence 
between the growing number of acres of Federal coal that were being 
leased, but a decline in the production of coal from the Federal lands. 
This divergence was so marked that BLM said, "Let's slow down and examine 
what it is we are doing because we are responsible to the American public 
for a public resource, a very valuable one--coal and energy. We are not 
getting production for the American public. We are going out with a lot 
of leased acres, but with no coal." 


Their policy was endorsed and made formal in 1973 by the Secretary of the 
Interior. He provided, in addition to formal recognition of the morato- 
rium, a short-term emergency policy to allow coal leasing for emergency 
conditions to go ahead. At the same time, he instructed BLM Director 
Curt Berklund, the director of the Geological Survey, and other people 

in the Department, to analyze the old system and develop proposals on 
how its problems could be rectified. 


A general policy announcement regarding the components of a new policy 
and a new process--recognizing our responsibilities for this valuable 
Federal resource--was made January 26th of this year by Secretary Kleppe. 
What he did was to review previous coal leasing, look at the environ- 
mental values in public lands, as well as our responsibility to the 
Congress and to the American public. The result was his January state- 
ment of policy, the culmination of which we are realizing today. 


Before we go into the details of the EMARS coal-leasing policy, I would 
like to outline for you, very briefly, some of the components of the 
Secretary's policy: 


e First, he decided that because of the amount of coal outstanding 
and the general knowledge we had of coal resources on the public lands, 
any future Federal leasing would be competitive only. It was his conclu- 
sion that while we would not deny or seek to revoke by legislation the 
basic authority for noncompetitive or prospecting permits, the Department 
would not undertake, as a matter of policy, approval of any more pros- 
pecting permits in the immediate future. In short, any future coal leasing 
would be all competitive. 
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@ Second, as a result of an extraordinary effort in the Department 
last year and this, he said he would establish environmental regulations-- 
reclamation requirements for the public lands that would allow coal to be 
leased where it was shown such was necessary to meet public need, while 
at the same time establishing a high degree of environmental protection. 
These are what we call the 211-3041 regulations which were published on 
May 17th of this year. 


© Third, the announcement that we were undertaking to complete ten 
regional EIS's in coal-bearing areas. There are two here in Wyoming, 
one in Montana, one in North Dakota, one in Colorado, one in New Mexico, 
and one in Utah. That now has been accomplished as the Secretary announced 
on May 3rd. 


@ Fourth, the Secretary has indicated that we would continue the 
short-term coal-leasing policy to make coal available for those mines that 
were running out of coal, or to provide reserves in the near future. We 
have had this policy since 1973. It will be continued, at least through 
the interim period, so that if we have an emergency condition we can step 
forward to meet that. We have issued, I think, only ten leases since 
1973 that were able to meet the criteria of the short-term program. 


@ Finally, on May 7th, the Secretary made final his decision on the 
commercial quantities test that he would apply to in turning a preference 
right application into a lease. And he indicated, for those of you that 
have followed the technicalities of this, that he would go beyond the 
workability test by requiring the applicant to also demonstrate that he 
could meet the cost of environmental protection stipulations as well as 
the cost of transportation. These regulations were published, as I 
have indicated, in early May. 


If you have studied our environmental regulations, you will recall that 
they require that land be reclaimed, that overburden be replaced, that 
topsoil be set aside and atop over the overburden, and that the land be 
revegetated to a point where regeneration of the vegetation is assured. 
We also have strong protective stipulations for hydrologic reserves, 
underground and surface water, and their flow, quality, and quantity. 


The most important of these reclamation standards, in my opinion, was 

the Secretary's decision to adopt the regulations of the States of Wyoming, 
Utah, Colorado, North Dakota, and Montana--if it could be shown, after 
professional, systematic review, that reclamation and protective stipu- 
lations in the state provided equal, if not better, environmental protec- 
tion to the lands from which coal might be mined. Additonally, the 
Secretary has offered to the governors the possibility of entering into 
agreements for joint Federal-State administration and enforcement of the 
regulations on Federal lands. If the governors elect to follow this 

route and can come up with the funds and manpower necessary, they actually 
can join into a team effort with the BLM Director and his staff in 
carrying out responsibilities for managing lands. 
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An important next step is being undertaken this week--following in-depth 
review of the EMARS coal-leasing process with the Western Governors' 

Energy Policy Office in Denver. This is the announcement that we make 
first to you today--that we have a system which, indeed, is the cornerstone 
for any future coal actions that might be taken on Federal lands or on 
Federal coal. 


I have a chart displayed here. I ask you to turn to the middle of the 
thicker packet that I passed out earlier. This is the packet containing 

the preamble for the coal-leasing process, EMARS, as well as the regulations. 
If you would turn to the chart in the very middle you will find the EMARS 
system as it has been proposed by the Director, Bureau of Land Management, 
and has been approved by the Secretary. It consists of three essential 
components: the first is a nomination stage; the second land-use planning, 
or the MFP stage; and the third the EIS, or environmental analysis stage. 


I will go through this up here, but you may choose to follow it on your 
chart if it's easier. As a matter of fact, I think I'll stay here at 
the microphone and just draw your attention to these charts. 


The call for nominations will be issued by the Secretary in the very near 
future. The date is yet to be determined, but it will certainly be within 
the next two weeks. We will ask the coal industry, the coal companies, 
what lands they would like to see leased in terms of priority to make new 
Federal coal resources available. 


Though our primary interest is finding out where they might like to lease, 
we also are asking at this stage that the public, Western governors, and 
whoever else might have interest, to indicate areas that they would like 
to see leased or not leased. We will then produce, at the end of 60 days, 
this information on a map. These maps will be made available to the 
governors as well as. the public. 


This brings us to the second stage, which is that of land use planning. 

The nominations for coal primarily by the coal companies will be considered 
in light of the many resources, analyzed to produce the BLM land use plan, 
or Management Framework Plan (MFP). The state and the public will be 
involved in this planning as closely as they are involved in the entire 
EMARS process from beginning to end. There will be a joint Federal-State 
analysis of the nominations. There will be examination of how they conflict 
or are complementary with other resources--be they fish and wildlife, soil, 
water, watersheds, or whatnot. 


After inventory of the resource information in an area is completed, there 
will be a public meeting. We will ask not only the people in the community, 
but people of the state and other concerned interest groups to comment on 
the nominations in light of the land use plan that has been completed by BLM. 
Our feeling is that it is particularly valuable to us, and I think much more 
helpful to the general public, if they can see not only the areas that the 
coal industry would like to see leased, but-also to examine those areas in 
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the context of other resource values which the BLM, other Federal, and 
State agencies have put together. 


Following public meetings and comments, and after we have analyzed all 
recommendations, we will produce what is called a proposed tract recom- 
mendation. At this stage, state professionals will be involved to identify 
those tracts that should be put into the third element, or the environ- 
mental impact element. (This you will see in the column on the far, right- 
hand side.) A decision is made regarding those tracts for which an impact 
statement will be written. We then go to the normal EIS process, including 
preparation of a draft impact statement, a public hearing, and publication 
of a final environmental impact statement. 


Those of you that read the preamble thoroughly found a clause there indi- 
cating that the public may submit recommendations to the Secretary after 
the completion of the final EIS. Because of the sensitivity of coal 
leasing and development throughout the West, and because many of you know 
of people living on top of the coal, the 30 days in which the EIS resides 
with the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) will be open to any person 
wishing to make recommendations on tracts to be in or out of leasing pro- 
grams. He or she makes comments directly to the Secretary. 


Following completion of the 30 days, the U.S. Geological Survey will make 

a professional tract evaluation. This is an "inside" analysis to determine 
what the fair market value is. When and if bids come in, we thereby will 
have a source against which to compare the top bids. Our goal is to assure 
ourselves and the public that fair market value has been achieved. 


The BLM State Directors also will recommend to Curt Berklund what tracts 
they think best to offer for lease. This will come to the Department and 
the Secretary's office. He will ensure that the governors of the respec- 
tive states have been consulted, have been contacted, either personally 
or by telephone. In this manner, the governors will have a voice right 
up to the time that the Secretary makes his decision. Once the decision 
is made, of course, there then is a notice of sale and the sale is held. 


The point I particularly want to emphasize here is that the process--from 
the beginning of the nominations to completion of the decision - is totally 
open. It involves the identification of resources across the land. It 
involves the public from the time that we call for nominations. It 
involves the Western governors, their state geologists, state commissioners 
of public lands, and state fish and wildlife agencies. It also involves 
the Secretary's policy staff and himself right up to the time that the 
final decision is made. 


In recognizing the many competing uses of the public land, and the interests 
of the Western States in extending their influence much more broadly than 
they have in the past, we have tried to come up with a process that is 
responsive--both to the very clear need to examine Federal coal to assist 
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in meeting this country's energy requirements, as well as recognition 
of new environmental concerns and public involvement. 


Lastly, there is the eighth or final step that should be announced this 

week. This is "deligent development." Without question, the most 

difficult challenge before us and the Western States is to answer why, : 
if we have 16 billion tons already leased, we seek to lease more. Why, 

if we have tens of billions of tons under lease or application, should 

we consider leasing any more? The answer is we believe that a lot of 

these areas should not be or will not be developed. We don't know how 

much, but we have a general estimate. Either for environmental reasons-- 
leases that can't meet the new reclamation standards--or for economic 

reasons, many leases will not be developed. 


The Secretary decided last week that we will impose an advance royalty 
during the sixth year of any lease, on a schedule that will serve to 
deplete that resource in 40 years. In addition, we have defined diligent 
development as a production level equal to two and a half percent of 

the reserve in the tenth year. We are unsure, and this is a pragmatic 
test, how much leased acreage will be turned back to the government, 
either because they don't have plans to meet the diligent development 
requirements, or because they are unable, for one reason or another, to 
meet the reclamation standards which were published a couple of weeks ago. 


Director-Curt, Tothink Ell ustop. at >this point toyask, Lf the’ Natzonal 
Advisory Board members might have questions. I would just say, in 
conclusion, that the Secretary was delighted for the opportunity to make 
the first announcement of the EMARS leasing process here before the 

Board. Your membership is a very close reflection, we believe, of the 
many values and interests that are now arising, as well as the traditional 
interests in the public lands that have been with us for a long time. 
Thank you very much indeed for the opportunity, Mr. Chairman, of being 
here, and if you have questions, we will do our very best to answer 

them. 
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Appendix No, 10 


ATTENDANCE 


In attendance at the meeting of the National Advisory Board at Casper, Wyoming, 
|May 24-27, 1976, were: 


National Advisory Board members: 


Steele Barnett, Oregon, forestry 

Robert Baum, Oregon, soil and water conservation 
A. W. "Bud" Boddy, Alaska, wildlife 

George Buzianis, Utah, county government 

Wayne Capurro, Nevada, wildlife 

Robert Child, Colorado, wildlife 

G. Melvin Coleman, Colorado, livestock 

Stanley Dempsey, Colorado, mining 

Gene Etchart, Montana, livestock 

Arnold Ewing, Oregon, forestry 

Robert Flournoy, California, outdoor recreation 
Howard Harris, California, outdoor recreation 
William Hynan, Washington, D.C., leasable minerals 
Logan Lanham, Idaho, publicutilities 

Robert W. Larson, Wyoming, public media 

D. Ted Lee, Arizona, livestock 

Oliver Lee, New Mexico, livestock 

Judith Lethin, Alaska, outdoor recreation 

R. H. "Terry" Martin, Wyoming, leasable minerals 
Ty Moore, Wyoming, livestock 

Rolland Patrick, Idaho, livestock 

Paul Rattle, Utah, mining 

Leslie Reid, Texas, outdoor recreation 

Carl Reidel, Vermont, environmental quality 
Dean Rhoads, Nevada, livestock 

G. N. "Rusty" Rostvold, California, urban-suburban 
Richard Schwarz, Idaho, wildlife 

Eldon Smith, Montana, wildlife 

Julia Stuart, Washington, State of Washington 
Kenneth Summers, Utah, livestock 

Sally Thorniley, Colorado, county government 
Kenneth Tollenaar, Oregon, urban-suburban 
Frances Werner, Arizona, wildlife 

Alan Withers, Oregon, livestock 

Cliff Young, Nevada, State government 


Bureau of Land Management 


Curt Berklund, Director 
James Monroe, Assistant Director 
Frank Edwards, Assistant Director 


Archie Craft, Assistant Director 

Eleanor Schwartz, Washington Office 

Lee Laitala, Washington Office 

Dan Baker, State Director, Wyoming 

Dale Andrus, State Director, Colorado 

Paul Howard, State Director, Utah 

Art Zimmerman, State Director, New Mexico 
Ed Zaidlicz, State Director, Montana 

Del Vail, Associate State Director, Wyoming 
John Burnett, Wyoming State Office 

Craig Whitney, Wyoming State Office 
Jacqueline Balmer, Wyoming State Office 
Wanda Tharaldson, Wyoming State Office 
Charlotte Eichelberg, Wyoming State Office 
Lyla Bennett, Wyoming State Office 

Theo Owens, Casper District Office 

Bob Wilbur, District Manager, Casper 


Other 


Jack O, Horton, Assistant Secretary of the Interior, Washington, D. C. 
Donald A. James, Tooele, Utah 

Laney Hicks, Sierra Club, Northern Great Plains Office, Dubois, WY 
Beth Patrick, Rogerson, Idaho 

Ray Moon, National Outdoor Coalition, North Hollywood, CA 

W. S. Durham, Morrison-Knudsen 

John Noks, KTWO-TV, Casper 

Lee Chauvet, CA Assn. 4-WD Clubs, Member CA State Advisory Board 
Milton Hyatt, Chairman, WY State Advisory Board, Hyattville, WY 
Mary Howard, Department of the Interior, Office of the Secretary 
Jerry McPhee, Arch Minerals Corp., St. Louis, MO 

Mel Scarino, KYCU-TV, Cheyenne 

Joan Nice, High Country News 

Pauline Utter, League of Women Voters, Mountain Plains Coalition 
Stephen Lobel, Casper 

Jessie Baker, WY Wool Growers, Casper 

Rhode Holzinger, Casper 

Frank Ellis, Casper 

Lee Coffman, Casper 

Florence Harris, Hollester, CA 

Ernie Over, KVWO, Cheyenne 

Virginia Rostvold, Corona Del Mar, CA 

Harold Josendal, Casper 

Colleen Kelly, WY Outdoor Council 

Bart Koehler, The Wilderness Society 

Orval Coy, Coy Realty, Casper 


Warren R, Carlson, Senator Hansen's staff, Casper 
Tom Hough, Casper Star Tribune 

Vern Vivion, Rawlins, WY 

Calvin Ragsdale, Attorney, Green River, WY 

Don Mieke, Casper 

Don Britton, K-2 News 

Polly Coleman, Saguache, Colorado 


statement in general terms, we point out that the BLM, 

in its manual, has set out extensive matters to be considered 
in creating AMP's. Throughout the manual procedures and 
statements, it is emphasized that AMP's must be custom-built 
for the particular area, that many factors must be considered 
in creating and developing one, and that, of utmost importance 
in such creation and development is the input of the livestock 
user in the area. 


What has occurred? In our instance, the AMP's were 
published at the worst possible time for consideration by the 


local livestock users. They were published and distributed 
just prior to the season during which lambing and calving 
would be taking place. As we point out in our attached 


statement, Since these plans will affect the operation of 

the users on their own lands as well as the public domain, 
and as they can have critical effects on various considerations 
of the user in his overall operation, it is necessary that 
each operator consider the plan or plans affecting him with 
thoroughness and much thought and contemplation of the 
inter-relationships of his operation on his own deeded lands, 
leased lands and other permit lands not embraced within the 
Sandy Area. Specifically, the users requested that the Rock 
Springs Grazing District extend the time during which it 
would accept written comments to July 31, 1976. This it has 
done. It is still little enough time, considering the major 
considerations which must be analyzed in the proposed AMP's, 
but at least, the users will have additional time to consider 
them. 


As we point out, the manual of the BLM seems to 
contemplate that an Allotment Management Plan, while concise, 
will be a fairly detailed inventory of certain resource 
characteristics and uses, with a fairly detailed analysis 
of problems and conflicts and a fairly detailed analysis of 
specific management objectives with the reasoning underlying 
the objectives and the plan for obtaining the objectives, 
with fairly specific analyses of the underlying reasoning 
of how the plan will obtain the objectives. In this instance 
and in the other instances which we have observed in Utah and 
Nevada, the proposed plans promulgated seem to be long on 
conclusions and short on underlying reasoning. As a result, 
the users are unable to determine from the plans whether the 
inherent assumptions have any basis in reason and fact, and 
one can but speculate with respect to them. 


The plans are totally without consideration of 
one of the essential components of any AMP or of any 
range management grazing system. There is no consideration 
in any of the plans which the users have reviewed of the 
effects of the plan on the livestock themselves or upon the 
livestock operator, which completely disregards the Bureau's 
own recognition of the necessity of so doing as set out in 
Sectvon 44 2.5b5C.elac Jcofhoitsirown;) manual. }-The -AMPs, as 
proposed, do not consider, indeed, have completely disregarded, 
the integral relationship between the study lands and the 
fee and leased lands and other permitted lands of the users, 
and without regard to ownership, include private and leased 
lands within pastures and would require that the owner or 
lessee of such lands not use them at certain times and 
require at other times that such lands be made available to 
other non-owner users. The AMP's as proposed disregard 
present and past historical use areas and patterns of use, 
and create grazing pastures out of lands without regard 
for the particular conditions of the area, as iS more 
explicitly set out in our appended statement. 


The plans completely reject any concept of 
flexibility, either on the part of the livestock operator 
or of the Bureau. Flexibility is an inherent requirement 
for any reasonable plan of operation of whatever nature. 
The plans, as they were proposed and thrust upon the user, 
are characterized by the rigidity often observed in 
governmental regulation. 


The plans disregard the adjudications within the 
Sandy Area in the late 1960's and early 1970's, without 
explanation or analysis of the shortcomings, if any, of 
such adjudications. Operators have made plans upon their 
reasonable expectations growing out of these Bureau 
determinations. The plans disregard improvements made 
based on these expectations. Further, the adjudications 
generally recognized historical use patterns. Those 
patterns had reasons for their existence, many of them 
relating to the particular geographical, climatic, and 
range conditions and idiosyncrasies which are necessary 
to consider in proper range management decisions and 
techniques, not only with respect to the particular lands 
in question, but with respect to the whole of the lands 
contained within the various operations present within the 
Study area. 


The plans, as proposed, almost categorically reject 
the concept of the individual allotment, generally adopt 
community allotments, and abolish many individual allotments, 
all without explanation or justification, and with apparent 
disregard for past unpleasant experiences with such community 
allotments. Any history of pre-Taylor Act conditions will 
illustrate the problems with the commons approach. The 
theoretical problems of such an approach are presented in 
any good standard text on the economics of resource allocation 
and related environmental considerations. Most expectations 
regarding such approaches are of reduced inducement to make 
desirable improvements and increased inducement to overuse the 
resource in question. No good reason is given in the plans 
for these changes. One can be imagined. Such allotments lead 
more eaSily to the pre-conceived notions of the master planners 
on the Potomac. 


The similarity of the plans within this particular 
environmental unit and their similarity to the plans proposed 
in Utah, Idaho and Nevada gives rise to a nagging impression 
that these management plans are for all practical purposes 
being written in Washington, D.C. by decision makers who have 
never been on the ground and do not care about their own 
promulgated statements refarding proper range management 
techniques, notwithstanding the local, practical and technical 
expertise of the user and the potential technical expertise 
of the local BLM personnel which could be brought to bear in 
@stablishing good, proper, potentially successful management/ 
plans for the range. "Cookbook planning" and "boilerplate" 
are the sine qua non of today's Washington planner. It is the 
hope of the users that Washington's worship of form over 
substance will not lead to greater devastation of the range 
than that seen in the middle to late 1800's, but we have 
our doubts. 


It is the users' feeling that the Bureau in its 
proposed plans has disregarded its charge under the Taylor 
Grazing Act to stabilize the livestock industry dependent 
upon the public range. * For thirty years, the Act and the 
administration thereof substantially achieved that goal. 
Since the mid 1960's, however, the Bureau's actions in the 
immediate area of our concern, has contributed greatly to an 
unsettled condition in the livestock industry dependent 
upon the public range. 


The users believe that proper range management systems, 
compatible with the proper consideration for the environment 
and the competing uses of other range users, can be achieved 
and are deSirable. Such systems cannot, however, be created 
in a vacuum without the input of those with substantial primary 
knowledge and substantial investment in a proper decision. 
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ere Post Office Box 721, Dubois, Wyoming 82513 


| Statement of Ms. Laney Hicks 
l to the EIS Committee of the 
| National BLM Advisory Board 


! Casper, Wyoming 
May 25, 1976 


My name is Laney Hicks. I am the Northern Plains Represen- 
jzeative for the Sierra Club and my office covers the five state 
lcegion of Wyoming, eastern Montana, Nebraska, North and South 
Wakota. I am the environmental member of the Wyoming BLM State 
ladvisory Board, 
| The purpose of my presentation and Colleen'’s is to advise 
lthe National Board of the activities of the Wyoming State Board 
on the Natural Resources Defense Council grazing suit and on our 
@valuation of the Environmental Impact Statement process in 
general. The National Board, we hope, will look at our state 
Wefforts and perhaps find assistance in their own deliberations 
\through our efforts. 

My assignment at the last State BLM Advisory meeting was to 
kissess the BLM Manual sections 1791, dealing with Environmental 
Kinalysis, and a proposed section 1792, dealing with Environmental 
Impact Statements under the National Environmental Policy Act. 


Mhe effort was an interesting e¢xercise and rather confusing as 


well, Without implying any unfair criticism, I think those who 
write regulations are, at times, overzea.ous. 

Briefly, my review of the two sections isolated the follow- 
ing, general problems: 

1. Probable heavy duplication of paper work and man hours due to 
repetition in the directives for content in an Environmental 
Analysis and an Environmental Impact Statement. 

2. An expanding top heavy and remote structure at the Washington 
level for decisions on both the "need" for an EIS and overseeing 
of its preparation. Both these activities should be located at 
the State and District level. 

3. An approval and clearance mechanism for EIS's titled "Quality 
Control” that, to me, would insure the exact opposite. Generally 
the more people who have to approve and edit a document the less 
real first-hand relevancy it has. 

4, There was an emphasis in both sections on Bureau “policy and 
program" considerations. This inserts a political element into 
both Environmental Analysis and Environmental Impact Statements. 
It seems more important to all groups who are involved in environ- 
mental studies that their specific interests are addressed and 
not the immediate objectives of the Bureau which tend to be 
subject to political pressure. 

As an outcome of our discussion of these Manual Sections, the 
State Board passed a resolution making recommendations to the 
National Board. That resolution is attached to this statement. 

If your committee should decide to investigate the matter of these 
Manual Sections, both Colleen and myself would be most. willing to 
help. 


I would like to add one final word which is really more 


related to Colleen's presentation. It is this, I lend my support 
to the suggestion that the current EIS's being done on grazing 
uses should use the Management Framework Plan rather than the 
Allotment Management Plan as the basis for environmental state- 
ments. Using the existing MFP's which cover area-wide land use 
plans would save the Bureau time and money as well as providing 
a broader framework than AMP's, 


Thank you. 
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STATEMENT OF THE LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTER, MOUNTAIN-PLAINS 
COALITION before the ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
COMMITTEE of the NATIONAL ADVISORY BOARD of the BUREAU 
OF LAND MANAGEMENT, DEPT. of tne INTERIOR. May 25, 1976. 
Casper, Wyoming. 


I am Pauline Utter speaking for the League of Women Voters Mountain 
Plains Coalition which is composed of the LWV's of Montana, Colorado, 
Wyoming, North Dakota, South Dakota and Utah. This coalition was formed 
to address the environmental impact of resource development on a regional 
basis and to assure that any development of natural resources proceeds 

in an orderly manner that emphasises environmental protection, reclama- 
tion and conservation of recreation and agriculture. 


The League is concerned that the BLM planning process does not at this time provide 
ir coordination and cooperation with other state, local and federal activities in a region. 
te Northern Great Plains Resource Program has provided a basis for involvement of all 
‘fected interests in the decision making process for part of the western region to be 


fpacted by federal coal leasing. The BLM should recognize this program and require similar 


j(ograms in states not covered by the NGPRP before leasing is resumed in those states. Both 
c western states and the national interest will benefit if leasing decisions are based on 
|-comprehensive data base with the inclusion of all private and public sectors built in to 
re proceedure. 

It would seem that this mornings announcement of the "EMARS COAL LEASING PROCESS", 
lich is going to have significant impact on the western states is a prime example of 
ipsscing the citizen input process. The League believes that citizen participation must 
built into the planning and management of land resources at every step. Where were 


ike citizens or the National Advisory Board on this important step? Was this unilateral 


keision making rather than a decision that was reached after a comprehensive planning 


yocess that involved all affected interests? 


Good government demands active citizen participation. We urge you to help 


mfill that role. 


Thank you. 
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Appendix No. 14 


THE TRACKS OF REASON 


On behalf of the many recreationists in California I thank you for this 
opportunity to address the Board. 

I would like to think that the time for belligerent rhetoric has passed 
and that we may enter into a viable program of concerned cooperation. 
The NATIONAL OUTDOOR COALITION stands before you today as a recently 
formed organization of organizations. The diverse interests that we 
represent have finally come together under one banner in order to 
better achieve prominent representation in the field of land use, both 
within California and accross the country. Our purposes ant objectives 
are attached to this presentation, but in addition to those, we have 
adopted this motto "The way to have what we want, is to share what we 
have". This makes alot of sense to us, we hope that you will agree. 
Before proceeding further, I call your attention to a rertion of the 
recent California State Advisory Board proceedings. That portion of 
the record is identified as Appendix 9, entitled "Off-Road Vehicle 
Management". Though the author of this paper is unknown to me, he is 
to be highly commended for his grasp of ORV management and the future 
problems that were brought forth in his paper. His intent was, I believe, 
to simply bring to the surface those areas that need problem solving 
attention. He is looking for direction. You and i must not let him 
down on this crucial subject. 

Since he has given us a base-line status from which to work, perhaps 
we can assist him in the performance of his duties for the BIM and for 
the many Off-Road Vehicle recreationists as well as other NRL users. 
Attempting to address each of the three categories identified as follows, 
let us wrestle with his problems: 

"Status and controversies concerning BIM regulations". 

Probably the most sensitive area identified is the question whether the 
NRL should be open, then closed as needed or closed, then opened as 
needed. Though this question was specifically asked vis a vis a court 
action brought by the National Wildlife Federation with the decision 
leaning to the former alternative, the BIM has rightfully taken the 
stance that the ICMP for the California desert should be exempt from 
the primary thrust of this ruling because it has already initiated a 


plan for current and future usage on the desert lands. 


2. 


Prior to and concurrent with the NWF suit was an action filed by the 
Calif. Assoc. of 4WD Clubs which was subsequently withdrawn. Another 
suit was filed and lost by the Environmental Defense Fund, Sierra Club, 
et al. The wisdom of the court for desert usage was evidenced through 
a portion of the judges decision, "The ICMP as a management program 
designed for the public lands, must rely heavily upon the voluntary 
cooperation of users secured through a program of education and 
information."' Education and Information seems to be the solution that 
is most often refered to, but to date and with few exceptions has been 
given the least amount of attention. Ome thing should be remembered 
when dealing with people problems, for it is the people who ride or 
drive the vehicles that must be addressed, they will not just dry up 
and go away. The thrust of the ORV user's concern centers around 
adequete access to and usage of the NRL. He is also very concerned 
with the enhancement of the land features and the specialized resources 
it holds. I am told that at your last meeting in Elko, Nevada it was 
agreed that at least the California delegation to the Board would sit 
down with a cross-section of user group personel and discuss problems 
and perhaps even come up with a solution or two. To the best of my 
knowledge this has not come to pass. WHAT HAPPENED ? 


The second category of concern is: 

"A widening breach between those who favor more ORV restrictions 
(preservationists) and those who favor less restrictions (the ORV 
user), with extremists in both factions. In between are many who try 
to wiew all sides, the 'conservationists". 


Hopefully the number of "Conservationists" (as described above) is on 


the increase. Most, if not all of the Board is aware of the demonstrated 


concern for the land the ORV recreationist has taken. We are extremely 
proud of our efforts to maintain, improve and embellish the National 
Resource lands. This widening "breach" is literally being promoted 

by the vociferous extremists while those in the middle must attempt to 
find the "tracks of reason" which must prevail. Without displaying 

an excess of naiveté our support goes to the man in the middle. ‘The 
"breach" can and will be closed if we are able to exchange concrete 
management ideals. I would submit that this Advisory Board and others 
of a lesser scale hold the key to this "breach" problem. ‘The BIM has 


36 


given us the format, opportunity and staff assistance, it is now up 
to us to utilize our resources. Another problem in the widening 
breach is to be found in a pcrtion of the planning process. Follow 
me if you will through the maze of Special Design, Unit Resource 


Analysis,(URA) Management Framework Plan (MFP), Environmental 


Analysis Record (EAR) and then, maybe, finally a plan. This question 
is brought forth due to the exsisting situation in the Eureka Dunes 
located in Inyo County and under the managerial juristiction of the 
BIM Bakersfield office. The dune system was classified as Special 
Design under the ICMP, which meant that the BIM identified this area 
as being sensitive to both 'preservation' and'user group' uses. An 
obvious conflict would occur in the final designation process, they 
surmised, and so they turned it over to the Special Design Committee 
chosen from members of the public to determine the best plan for the 
area. After much deliberation and many meetings by the committee, 

a tentative plan was reached and sent to the Bakersfield office. It 
was then sent to the general public for comment, which they got by the 
bag-full. Nobody was happy with the plan afterall, not even many of 
the committee members that came up with it in the first place could 
defend with any degree of credibility this Eureka plan. Meetings were 
set and withdrawn. lIetters upon letters were written. A new meeting 
is now set for some time after the first of July for the District 
Advisory Board to go to the dunes and see them first hand (8 of the 10 
members had never been there) then come to a recommendation for the 
District Manager. While all this is going on, the Desert Planning Staff 
in Riverside is performing their duties in compiling data on the area 
through the URA process which in turn will become an MFP. The URA / 
MFP process also requires public input, additional data, meetings and 
the like. Question; Which form of planning will win out in the end, 
the Special Design or the URA / MIP and is it any wonder that the 
public is confused about the planning process and therefore distrustful 
as to the entire scheme of ICMP implementation? It is my belief that 
only a very few people have any grasp of the above process even on the 
most general terms. By way of further closing the "breach" I would 
suggest a stronger effort be made to inform the public about how it all 


works and why it is necessary. 


The third category identified is: 
"Disparities in Ranger Work time in Relation to users served". 


The California State Board minutes provide a statistical breakdown 
showing the various uses, types of events and time spent to organize 
and monitor these events by the BIM staff and ranger force. In 

a recent conversation with the now acting District Manager of the 
Riverside office, the observation was made that there were nearly 
100 people working in the Riverside office and the public assumes 
those people are all working on recreational events. This of 

course is not the case. Their assignments cover a myriad of tasks 
and duties including; energy, grazing, Environmental Statements, 
planning, mining, and many others. The recreationists would like 
nothing better than to ease the workload of the district staff. 
Recent proposals by the recreationists include establishing annual 
permits for competitive events and a course rotation system submitted 
by AMA District 37. (see attached). These proposals must also 
address themselves to the many other types of uses that take place 

in the desert annually. But the district staff is working on them 
in hopes of maximizing the efficiency in handling the requests, while 
minimizing the impact to the resources. Both these proposals would 
go a long way in dealing with those problems by offering a solution. 


HELP {!3 


That is what we, the public should be doing right now. Attempting 
through our own knowledge, experience and expertise to assist the 

BIM in finding solutions to the problems that currently confront then. 
Let us take the lead in establishing viable direction to the BIM, not 
by simply identifying problems and let them come up with the answer, 
that's easy. But let us also get in there, roll up our sleeves and 
loosen our ties so that we may more effectively provide them with 


the answers they are so desperately looking for. 


I believe that the recreationist, if made an intregal part of the 
solution rather than the brunt of the problem, would cooperate to the 
fullest extent possible for the betterment of all. THANK YOU. 
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WYOMING OUTDOOR COUNCIL 
PU. Box “1184. “2003 Central Cheyenne Wyoming 82001 (307)635-3416 


STATEMENT TO THE NATIONAL My. Rided ~ chairman 
BLM ADVISORY BOARD 
CASPER, WYOMING 


May 2 5. 1976 ie aa 
wm tk 
I am Colleen Kelly, executive director of the Wyoming Outdoor Council ~ ¢t 

a and a member of the Wyoming State BLM Advisory Board. In participating on 9%" 
x our state board, I have become interested in two issues which I feel are wa m 
F inter-related and of interest to both the entire National Board and the «jie : 
: EIS subcommittee. These are the NRDC suit and a more general review of 4 mon 
4o the BLM EIS development procedures. eit 
pu cick pea alech an? 


I would like to bring to your attention the resolution passed unanimous ly 
ae last Fall by our state advisory board regarding the NRDC suit. This resolution 
‘deals with the BLM's moratorium on range improvements .. | In working on this 
m, resolution, I have found that NRDC does not support’ thts moratorium and feels 
my aS We do that satisfactory criteria for determining the impact of proposed 
‘ improvemtns should be developed as soon as possible, and those improvements 
{. of a non-significant nature should be allowed to go ahead. 


This moratorium has proven a great hardship to stock operators on the 
public ranges, and it is the feeling of our State Board that this hardship 
is needless. The BLM, since the passage of our resolution, has agreed that 
their moratorium was in no way obligated by the court's decision, but rather 
was a policy determined by the national BLM office. I feel, therefore, 
that BLM can and should move to develop guidelines to allow certain improve- 
ments to go ahead, with the proper review. I realize the time constraints 
the BLM feels it 1s under to meet the range EIS schedule, but there is also 
no need to tie the hands of the range operators needlessly while the range 
EIS's are developed. 


I hope that you will review this resolution, a copy of which I have 
appended to these remarks, and take some action on it. 


The last point I wish to deal with is related to both the NRDC suit and 
the EIS process. After participating in our Board review of EIS procedures, 
I am convinced that a great deal can be done to make the EIS process more 
effective and less expensive. ney Hicks has outlined some of these ideas 
for you. My comments relate to the use of AMP's as the basis for the EIS's 
developed to meet the requirements of the NRDC grazing suit. 


comments - national blm advisory board 
page 2 


It is my feeling that the objectives of the NRDC suit would be better 
met, and the total process necessarily streamlined, by developing these EIS's 
at the MFP level. As I understand the presently proposed structure, the 
AMP's will first be developed and then the EIS written. This seems: to me 
to bring about two unwanted results: l)it biases the EIS to grazing uses, 
and it 2) also places a greater burden on BLM to first develop the AMP as 
well aS requiring more EIS's in the long run. Broad considerations of 
resource limitations and potentials at the MFP level would better guide 
decisions on range allocations, and streamline the EIS process. If the 
EIS is developed. at the AMP level, the tendency will be to justify the 
grazing alternatives, rather than deal with the range resources as a whole 
and decide what uses those resources can best support. The MFP seems to 
me the proper level for such decisions, and therefore for the EIS. 


Our State Advisory Board has given a great deal of time to thought and 
discussion of the RDC, suit and EIS. procedures, as I am sure has been the 
case with the National Board, as these are the major questions facing 
the BLM here in the West. I hope that. 1 am offering. some positive suggestions 
to relieve some of the hankering problems involved in these issues and that 
we can all work together toward the final solutions.. 


Thank you for this opportunity to,address the, National. Board. If you 
have any questions, I would be pleased to attempt the answers. 


Sincerely, 

(blfeca Ke 
Colleen Kelly, cutive Director 
Wyoming Outdo ounci | 


and Member, 
Wyoming State BLM Advisory Board 


Resolution 2 


ITO: Secretary of the Interior 
Assistant Secretary 
Congressional Delegation 
District ‘Court 

Plaintiffs 

National Advisory Board 


ROM: Wyoming BLM State Advisory Board 


PUBJECT: Range [Improvement Authorization Procedures and 
the Natural Resource Defense Council Suit . 


JATE: November 7, 1975 


—— 


Wyoming and other western states are important open range 
livestock producers utilizing forage on natural resource 
lands administered by the Bureau of Land Management. In 
Wyoming alone, use of these public lands comprising some 
16 "mrlriaon acres ts vital to! the economic stability of 
more than 3,100 ranch operations 


Early ATi ty) eee) ey Lot COMNneE. tor the Destrict. of Caelunbris 
ruled that te Bureau of Land Management implement a schedule 
of preparing environmental impact statements in accord with 
grazing management on specific geographical areas of BLM 
jurisdiction. The ruling was based on a schedule of 
compliance agreement supported by the BLM and the plaintiffs 


Cieee. Si be 


Pec VOR soe Oi werner rcourt ss tinal judpementi¢ried ‘June 10, 1975) 
relates to the implementation of actions supportive of grazing, 
Such supportive actions might well include maintenance, 
replacement or development of wells, fences, flood control 
SELUCCULCS, wwatenm holding. structures, etc. 


Lanes =o Oberne-Coure Ruling Specifically states Defendents 
ueconnige thatwaction(s), which are supportive of grazing as 
described in sub-paragraph G/jeeapovemmay have significant 
impact on the human environment and it is hereby ordered that. 
Lpsuclwcas cSaeiomsiuich .acksonGepiawisi le bes taken wAGhOouk, an 

EIS. completed on ‘suclY action or area." Agency interpretation 
Stes Spee Liae wordii ii contex. of therentire court ruling 
hice esudbled ine almotasold.um comerneéoprocessing of supportive 
BeEien applications of a majority of BLM lands with possible 
Oe@laveeoie ten to jloirteen years. such an effect has caused 
severe hardships on the western states agricultural industry 
in a manner which often does not seem consistent with the 
Seveina: ancenc.o1 the plaintilePs filing the sure, "orewhreh 

1s always consistent with the: agency's responsibility of 
protecting and enhancing the public values of our important 
eee aa oem pra yd 


Ls 


The National Environmental Policy, Act directs, thatga specific 
environmental planning procedure occur when federal actions 
results in a significant impact on the environment. An 
environmental analysis process is a method available to 
determine the significance of impact, and also as a process 
to short circuit and expedite the administrative process of 
Federal actions not resulting in significant impacts. In 
conforming with the mandate of NEPA, it would seem reasonable 
that the latter procedure be available for supportive actions 
of grazing, which do not constitute a significant environmental 
impact. 


RECOMMENDATION 


The Wyoming State Advisory Board requests that the plaintiffs 
of the suit, the Court,and the BLM agree on a further cefine- 
ment of the Agreement in the specific area of processing 
supportive action applications. An important consideration 
should be to allow for the NEPA procedure of environmental 
analysis to be allowed for project applications determined 

to be of insignificant or negligible impact. 


The Board further suggests that consultation among the 
plaintiffs, the BLM and other interested parties, such as 
affected agricultural groups, result in guidelines for general 
impact classifications of different range improvement and 
supportive actions. 


The Board also requests the activeysuppont of apgmveu maa 
groups, organized citizen groups. and ‘the. general public: to 
support, and join, this, approach, of. the, Board in ats attempe 
to resolve this complex and frustrating problem. 
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Wyoming State Advisory Board 


Appendix No. 16 


P.O. Box 669, Sacramento, California 95803 
25 May 76 


To: Recreation Committee, NABC 


The following presentation addresses particular areas of concern that 


we would like the Recreation Committee to consider as resolutions to the BLM. 


1. Standardize land use terminology between-agencys. ie: Open, Limited-Use, 
and Non-Use--etc. 

Zs MFP's should include a "Major Topic” entitled Social/Economic Impact, 
that should be spelled out in detail along with promoting sone of the 
positive aspects of RV use on NRL. Too frequently negative aspects are 
promoted to an apparent higher priority. 

oe The public information exchange on planning units, etc. should be 
handled on the same basis format for all units. Special Design Committees 
should be formed for a single plan, then their recommendations submitted to 
their respective district advisory board for recommended action. 

4, Improved “Education Program" for RV users. Take advantage b£ the 
organized groups for their own internal programs with support from BLM 
personnel. This would allow a shift of the ranger force to spend 80% 
of their efforts on the small user groups and the public at large while 
spending 20% with the organized groups. 

5. Establish a baseline program to “monitor” RV use on the NRL. This 
should include a recommended pilot "Trails Program" set up with user 
co-operation and support. This is in line with a California State 
Multiput Use Advisory Baard resoultion adopted recently. 

cy RV management plans for specific areas should place more emphasis on 
public input from immediate and surrounding areas.(Several recent incidences 
where decisions were made by BLM were based on input far removed from the 
area. The inputs received indicitated the writers did not know‘what was 


really on the site or how it was being used for recreation. 


CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF FOUR WHEEL DRIVE CLUBS 


v Unstable Dune Complexes- We need defined long range plans for these. 
Many are closed at this time, with several others facing possible closure. 
Some of you will recall your Dune Buggie ride in the Imperial Dunes in 
Southern California. Well, the area across the road is closed !. When will 

this trend change and in what direction? 

et The NABC please establish an official "Ad Hoc" H¥ Committee. This was 
proposed last year at Elko Nevada with several NABC members offering to work 


on a committee like this. 


We appreciate the fine work the NABC is doing in behalf of the 
recreationists and look forward to provide our Support in future issues 
of mutual concern. We sincerely request you consider the above items, and 


propose these subjects in regolution form to the BLM. 


Sincerely, 


i ARP 


a) Chauvet, Past Fresident 


Calif. Assn. 8WD Glubs, Inc. 
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